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CHAPTER I 
THE PROBLEM 
I. IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY 
The past few decades have shown a period of rapid 
growth in the area of correcting speech and hearing disor-
ders. An outstanding development has been the movement 
making it possible to serve speech defective children through 
state sponsored and state supported public school programs. 
According to Irwin, the period between 1940 and 1959 showed 
an increase from nine to thirty-nine states which enacted 
legislation allowing for such state-sponsored programs (25: 
125,142). Current evidence indicates that these programs 
will continue to grow and that local, state, and federal 
support will increase. It is apparent that the success of 
these programs is dependent in part on the cooperation, 
knowledge, and training of the classroom teachers. 
New emphasis is being placed upon early diagnosis 
and therapy for preschool children with speech and hearing 
problems. This is an approach which may gradually relieve 
some of the pressures forced upon the public schools in the 
focus of the tremendous burden assumed in the responsibi-
lity for speech and hearing services. Added importance is 
being given to the necessity of understanding the "whole 
child''--his family, neighborhood, acquaintances, teachers, 
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and opportunities (31:76,77). Recent innovations in the 
fields of medicine, education, social work, psychology, 
psychiatry, speech pathology, and related fields offer 
dramatic evidence that progress is being made in the concen-
trated effort to meet the needs of the speech-defective 
child. 
The accelerating rate of growth in the state-
supported public school programs for speech and hearing dis-
orders has not occurred without meeting some important com-
plications. One of these concerns the incidence of speech 
and hearing problems as compared to the supply of qualified 
personnel to meet the demand for speech and hearing services. 
In viewing the broad picture of speech and hearing 
problems, it was indicated by the 1950 White House Conference 
report that of the total American population, at least six 
per cent had some variety of speech defect. The report 
states that this incidence of six per cent, and the follow-
ing figures, are the lowest estimates which can be scien-
tifically defended: 
Four per cent of the total population has an articu-
lation disorder. Seven individuals in each thousand 
are stutterers. Five out of every thousand have a 
voice disorder; five more have delayed speech; two 
more have speech disorders due to brain injuries; 
and one in each thousand has a cleft palate speech 
problem (58:34). 
Again, concerning the total population, the American 
Speech and Hearing Association Committee on Legislation 
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estimated in 1959 that in 1960 more than nine million Ameri-
cans would have speech and hearing problems. Of this figure 
it was estimated that more than three million children would 
have speech and hearing so seriously impaired that it could 
interfere with their educational, social, and emotional 
adjustment. This same report used an incidence level of 
five per cent to indicate the number of school age children 
with each type of speech or hearing problem. The table on 
page four, which indicates that one-fourth of a city's popu-
lation is composed of school age children, is quoted from 
the report (3:138-139). 
Surveys have shown a great shortage of trained per-
sonnel to meet the needs of those with speech and hearing 
problems. Recognizing the need of one therapist for every 
100 speech and hearing impaired school children, a shortage 
of 18,ooo personnel was indicated in the 1961 National Sur-
vey by the Research Committee of the American Speech and 
Hearing Association (47:106). This report cited that there 
were 2,000 certificated and 5,000 non-certificated personnel 
in the speech and hearing field. 
The American Speech and Hearing Association Committee 
on Legislation stated in 1959 that only 400 clinicians were 
being trained each year. In setting a ten-year "exceeding 
conservative goal" of trained personnel needed in the speech 
and hearing field by 1970, they pointed out that 1,500 
I 
ESTIMATED NUMBER OF SCHOOL-AGE CHILDREN PER 10,000 
WITH EACH TYPE OF SPEECH OR HEARING PROBLEM (3:139) 
Type of Problem 
Articulation 
Stuttering 
Voice 
Cleft Palate Speech 
Cerebral Palsy Speech 
Retarded Speech Development 
Speech Problem due to Impaired Hearing 
TOTAL 
Per Cent of 
Children With 
Serious Problems 
3.0% 
1.0 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.2 
0.5 
5.0 
Number of 
Children With 
Serious Problems 
300 
100 
10 
10 
10 
20 
50 
500 
.f::" 
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clinicians rather than 400 should be trained each year. 
Writing about the need for public school speech correction-
ists, Van Riper says that the college and university train-
ing centers have never been able to meet the demand. He 
further states that college students hunting for careers in 
which they can serve their fellow men very seldom hear about 
the speech and hearing profession, or if they do they hear 
about it too late in their college years (58:12). 
Another consideration facing the public schools is 
that if the public school speech therapy programs are to be 
successful, the cooperation of the classroom teacher must 
be secured. Lloyd and Ainsworth concluded that a large 
majority of the classroom teachers they interviewed felt 
they were inadequately trained to meet the problems associ-
ated with the speech defective child (34:248). It is 
reasonable to assume that the ease with which this coopera-
tion may be secured and the degree to which it may be 
expected will be directly related to the classroom teacher's 
knowledge and training, and to the scope of the local speech 
correction program. In order to explore more adequately 
these premises, the following study was undertaken to 
evaluate the role of elementary classroom teachers in 
Central Washington in relation to existing speech correction 
programs. 
• 
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II. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 
This study has two important dimensions. Part I con-
sists of a survey of the 1962-1963 curriculum offerings in 
speech and hearing therapy available to the student major-
ing in elementary education at eleven of the accredited 
institutions of higher learning in the State of Washington. 
Part II of the study deals with the organization of 
the local speech correction programs, the qualifications of 
the speech correctionists, and types of contact made by the 
correctionists with parents and classroom teachers during 
the 1962-1963 school year. This portion of the study is 
specifically concerned with elementary grades one through 
six and was arbitrarily limited to a survey of all the 
school districts within ten counties in Central Washington. 
III. ORGANIZATION OF QUESTIONNAIRES 
Questionnaire One 
This questionnaire (Appendix F) was sent to accredited 
institutions of higher learning in the State of Washington to 
be completed by the faculty member most familiar with the 
total speech program of the institution. It was designed to 
investigate the number of elementary education graduates and 
the required and elective courses offered in speech and 
hearing therapy. Chapter III contains the findings of this 
survey. 
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Questionnaire .Two 
Three separate questionnaires were designed for use 
in covering the second part of the study. This approach 
provided questionnaires tailored for the county and district 
superintendents of schools as well as the public school 
speech correctionists responsible for the speech and hearing 
programs existing during the 1962-1963 school year. These 
three samples provided the opportunity to secure reliable 
estimates for findings as reported in Chapters IV and v. 
Questionnaire 2-A (Appendix G) permitted the county 
superintendent of schools to identify student and faculty 
populations in grades one through six, the number and quali-
fications of the speech correcti onists, number of school 
districts serviced and unserviced by the speech correction-
ists, and possible program limitations. 
Questionnaire 2-B (Appendix G) for the district 
superintendent of schools contained basically similar items 
as Questionnaire 2-A. 
Questionnaire 2-C (Appendix G) provided an opportu-
nity for the public school speech correctionists to identify 
themselves in terms of name, specific contracting county or 
district program, types of contacts made with the elemen-
tary classroom teachers and parents, and case loads. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
I. THE SPEECH DEFECTIVE CHILD IN THE 
PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 
The School's Responsibility 
In developing the elementary school curriculum, the 
public school has assumed the responsibility of speech-
education and, in recent years, theoretically has assumed 
the responsibility of speech-correction. The development 
of communication and speech skills has been recognized as 
the first duty of the elementary schools (51:2; 45:100; 
19:vi; 4:9,12,15; 7:56). Van Riper stresses th.at " ... 
the ability to speak normally is probably the most impor-
tant single skill possessed by man" (59:xi). Raubicheck 
emphasizes that speech is an indispensible basic skill: 
It is generally recognized now that adequate 
speech must be added to the three R's as an indis-
pensable basic skill. It is coming to be realized 
that 'unconscious imitation's is not sufficient to 
eradicate bad habits, counteract the effect of 
foreign influence, train adequate voice use, and 
teach the groundwork of one of the most important 
fields of human endeavor (46:vii-viii). 
It is recognized that speech is a basic skill to be 
taught (45:6, 6o:vii-2, 58:92-94, 68:37, 53:376-379, 4:9). 
Johnson elaborates on the consideration that speech has to 
be learned (31:33-39)· This point is brought out by others 
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including Irwin (23:ll6-117) and Berry and Eisenson (6:22-25), 
indicating that speech education should belong as a respon-
sibility of the public school. 
The responsiblity for speech correction also belongs 
to the elementary school. Two important reasons why the 
elementary school should take this responsibility seriously 
have been given by the National Association of the Depart-
ment of Elementary School Principals: 
First, the earlier a speech defect is diagnosed 
and corrected, the easier it is to eliminate. Con-
versely, the longer a speech defect remains, the 
more difficult is the process of correction. 
Second, the earlier a speech handicap is elimi-
nated, the less effect it has upon the child's 
total personality and his relations with others 
( 39: 47). 
Black states that the educator's responsibility for develop-
ing speech education and speech correction services is 
nationally accepted, although not all areas offer such 
services ( 7 : 1 ) . 
Definitions and Incidences of Speech Problems 
The estimates of speech defective children in the 
schools varies with the definitions of 11 speech defect" and 
the studies done. The criteria for determining what is a 
speech defect is not constant, and in this regard Dorothea 
McCarthy has written: 
Studies of the incidence of speech defectives 
vary greatly in that they all employ different 
criteria of what constitutes a speech defect. 
. . . Some teachers are much more aware of minor 
speech difficulties than others, and this results 
in percentages varying from 2 to 25 per cent. 
Many of the studies report only the total number 
of speech defectives located without giving the 
size of the population from which they were drawn 
(37:541). 
Van Riper offers the following definition: 
Speech is defective when it deviates so far from 
the speech of other people that it calls attention 
to itself, interferes with communication or causes 
its possessor to be maladjusted (58:19). 
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Another definition is that of Johnson who states '' . . . a 
child's speech is defective or presents a problem when most 
listeners pay as much attention, or more, to how he speaks 
as to what he says" (31:4). 
There are other problems which are sometimes con-
fused with speech difficulties by the lay or classroom teach-
ers. 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
Johnson lists: 
Improper grammar. 
Incorrect pronunciation. 
Substandard ability to read, silently or orally. 
More or less habitual lack of preparation for 
class recitations. 
Certain types of personalit~ maladjustment. 
Mental subnormality. (31:6). 
A variety of speech problems are frequently associ-
ated with the elementary public schools. Arranged in the fre-
quency in which they are usually found are: (1) articulation, 
(2) voice defects, (3) retarded speech development, (4) 
foreign dialects, (5) stuttering, (6) speech defects of th~ 
hard of hearing, (7) cleft-palate speech, and (8) cerebral 
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palsy speech (60:149-150, 14:12-14). Kauffman, reporting on 
the speech of 9,538 children, found that the most frequent 
speech problem requiring therapy seemed to be the lisp. She 
went on to say: 
The kinds of problems and the number of children 
needing remedial speech or speech improvement work 
for them were rhythm problems, 552; articulation 
problems, 3,236; phonation problems, 3,950; and all 
other problems, 1,655 (33:38). 
Concerning the incidences of speech problems, Black 
asserts: 
Our profession is mature enough to venture an educated 
guess on the number of speech cases that will be found 
--about 7 to 8 per cent of a grade-school population 
and 2 to 4 per cent of a high school group" (7:8). 
While the estimates vary among authorities concern-
ing the percentages of school children with speech defects 
(4:7, 28:278, 41:5, 20:39), Milisen reports that from kin-
dergarten through fourth grade, approximately 12 to 15 per 
cent of the children have seriously defective speech. From 
the fourth grade on the percentage of serious defects among 
the children is fewer, about 4 to 5 per cent. A correlation 
is indicated here between frequency and severity, in that in 
the upper grades there is not the spontaneous change in speech 
as found in the lower grades (38:250). 
Associated Problems 
Children with speech problems may have associated 
problems. According to Cupreansen, 
The child's speech appears to be vulnerable to the 
expression of frustrations, fears, and anxieties. 
Children are not born tense, anxious, and fearful; 
they learn these patterns of emotional behavior (13:47). 
12 
Perrin's study to determine the social position of 
the speech defective child in the classroom points out that 
many speech defective children are not readily accepted 
members of their classroom group (43:250-252). In their 
study, Freeman and Sonnega found no basis for assuming th.at 
speech defective children are socially rejected merely 
because of their speech. They recommend th.at general state-
ments regarding the social acceptance of speech defective 
children should be made cautiously (17:182). Johnson, et 
al, elaborates upon th.is point of view: 
One of our most common mistakes--it is made some-
times even by speech correctionist--is to take for 
granted that every sign of maladjustment in a speech 
handicapped child is due to his speech deviation or 
that the speech. deviation is due entirely to the 
maladjustment. Some of the most important questions 
to be asked about any child with. a speech problem are 
these: If the speech problem were removed now, today, 
what difference would it make? What changes in the 
child's behavior, interests, attitudes, aptitudes, 
characteristic moods, and social reactions would be 
likely to occur immediately? What problems would 
persist despite the normal speech.? Why? 
If a teacher wants to gain a good understanding of 
a speech handicapped child, she should ask these 
questions about him and answer them very carefully. 
Two things will usually be discovered: ( 1) The 
child's whole personality would be improved by effec-
tive speech correction. (2) The child needs more 
than speech correction only (31:66). 
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Johnson then separately lists personality qualities which 
tend to decrease, and increase when a speech defect is 
present. The classroom teacher may need further under-
standing of the speech-defective child to cope adequately 
with the possible associated problems. 
The Parents of the Speech Defective Child 
Since the school has assumed responsibilities of 
speech-education and speech-correction, and since the par-
ents do influence the child's speech development, then the 
school also has a responsibility in working with the parents 
as well as the child. It is stated in the text by Johnson, 
et al: 
. we can say that evaluating parents, instructing 
them, and counseling with them are frequently important 
aspects of speech correction. All this, of course, is 
aimed at modifying the child's environment. There is 
considerable evidence that handicapped children whose 
parents receive this kind of attention make significantly 
greater improvement than handicapped children whose 
parents do not. 
Parents are "key people" on the speech correction 
team. Their responses to the program are all-important, 
and those responses that we seek to elicit are enthusi-
asm about the help that the child is receiving, encour-
agement of the child, and helpfulness to the clinician. 
Understanding is equally important, understanding of 
the problem, what the speech correctionist is attempt-
ing to do, and why he is doing it in particular ways. 
Of even greater importance is the willingness on the 
part of the parents to examine and accept their 
responsibility--responsibility in terms of remedial 
work ( 31 :427). 
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The parental influence. Parents are not always cog-
nizant of their influence on the child's speech. With a 
variety of speech training methods, consciously or uncon-
sciously, they guide their children in their speech develop-
ment (13:43). 
Children who are deprived of parent affection never 
develop respect for parental authority, according to 
McCarthy, and hostile attitudes are carried toward other 
adults; thus the child's limited communication hinders his 
social and educational development. She considers the home 
atmosphere, as determined by the personalities of the par-
ents, to be the most important single factor influencing 
the child's acquisition of language (36:518,522). 
Cooperation between school and parent. Cooperation 
between the school and the parents is desirable in facing 
problems and giving necessary motivating help for the child. 
It is during the elementary school years that the parents 
and teachers have the most contact with the child and each 
other concerning the child's progress. These early years 
are the most vital in correcting defective speech. West 
points out that "normally all of the sounds of speech are 
developed by the time the child is seven years old" (64:34). 
During the ages of five to nine, according to Blanton and 
Blanton, the child's speech is still in the process of 
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formation and can still easily be trained, (8:15). Milisen 
reported that studies of speech disorders show that little 
or no change takes place in the child's speech condition 
after having reached ten to fourteen years of age, unless 
special therapy is offered (38:250). 
Anderson also emphasizes the need for speech correc-
tion during these early years, pointing out that speech 
habits acquired in these formative years tend to persist 
and become reinforced as the child grows older. He states 
that II • • prevention supersedes correction, and speech 
education is basic to re-education, 11 adding that the longer 
re-education is delayed, the more difficult it becomes, and 
the greater the danger that there may be lasting effects 
upon the child's personality (4:35-36). 
Parent education. Many studies consider parent edu-
cation an important phase in the speech improvement of the 
speech-defective child (68:42, 59:72, 36:522, 67:273, 58: 
532). According to Johnson, the poorly trained parent can 
harm the child. 
A poorly trained speech correction teacher can do 
considerable harm to a child; a poorly trained parent 
can do even more damage because the parent is with 
the child more (29:3). 
Parents may need help in facing the presence of their 
child's speech problems, of meeting their responsibilities 
in helping the child, and in creating a good speech 
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climate in the home. As a result of a two-year study, Wood 
says that: 
. . . functional and articulatory defects of children 
are definitely and significantly associated with mal-
adjustment and undesirable traits on the part of the 
parents, and that such factors are usually maternally 
centered (67:272). 
He recommends that parents be made to realize that speech 
difficulties of their children are often the by-product of 
the parent-child relationship which they themselves have 
wittingly or unwittingly established (67:273). The class-
room teacher can be an effective means of communication 
with the parents, seeing that the information and objec-
tives are shared to assure proper attitudes in the home, 
and that the child is getting the necessary professional 
help. The teacher can often be more effective in conferring 
with the parent than the speech correctionist because of 
having the advantage of knowing the child and in being with 
him a longer period of time (39:54, 14:25). 
The parent's training concerning speech, the develop-
ment of speech and handling of the speech-defective child's 
problems can significantly influence the child's progress 
in speech. Irwin concludes from one study of parents' 
speech and hearing education that: 
From all indications by the reports from the state and 
university supervisors of speech and/or hearing therapy, 
parent education is considered an important phase of 
the rehabilitation program which should be extended 
considerably (24:176). 
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In a study made by Tufts and Holliday, the investi-
gators conclude that mothers with a short period of profes-
sional training by speech correctionists can significantly 
improve the speech of their pre-school children (56:395-401). 
Parent education programs include individual confer-
ences with the speech correctionists, group conferences, 
observation of therapy, home assignments, printed materials, 
use of speech notebooks for parent cooperation, and talks 
and demonstrations by specialists to parents and civic 
groups over television and radio (24:170-171). 
II. THE ELEMENTARY CLASSROOM TEACHER'S ROLE 
CONCERNING THE SPEECH-DEFECTIVE CHILD 
As a member of the public school therapeutic team, 
it is essential for the classroom teacher to acquire knowl-
edge of the speech-defective child, and have sufficient 
speech skills. Eisenson and Oglivie emphasize that the 
teacher is an important member of the "team": 
. . . the classroom teacher knows the child better 
than any member of the team, since he is with him all 
day. Because he is interested in all of the child's 
development, he sees the child's speech as part of 
his total development. Of the members of the team, 
he in all likelihood has the most opportunity to 
understand the child: He knows how the child acts on 
the playground and in class. He recognizes the 
child's ability to lead, to be a good student, to 
build bird houses, or to throw a baseball. Further-
more, he usually has more contact with the parents 
than any of the other members of the team (14:25). 
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To serve effectively the educational needs of the 
normal child, the classroom teacher must have a practical 
knowledge of the handicapped child. As early as 1936, 
Goldstein emphasized that "the teacher must have a knowledge 
of the most prevalent physical and mental handicaps by which 
so many children are afflicted" (18:53). Even more current 
authorities agree. West stresses that before one can under-
stand the nature of speech disorders, it is necessary that 
he understand how the normal child develops speech {64:23)· 
Many misconceptions and inadequacies which hinder 
the speech improvement of the speech-defective child have 
been identified among elementary classroom teachers. These 
shortcomings are not restricted to teachers, however; they 
are also found among speech correctionists and parents. It 
has been said, "A well-meaning but ill-informed classroom 
teacher can hurt these children more than the speech correc-
tion teacher can help them" (60:ix). Many classroom teachers 
are unable to detect defects. Some believe that children will 
outgrow their disorders, and others resent the interruptions 
that speech correction would cause in the daily schedule, not 
realizing the importance of professional help. Teachers 
may refer other than speech problems to the speech correc-
tionist, being confused as to the difference (31:6). It 
is Van Riper's opinion that the classroom teacher should 
not be totally relied upon for referrals to the speech 
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correctionist unless she has had some speech correction 
training (58:530-531). Some inadequacies of the classroom 
teacher in the past have been identified as: not following 
up the speech correctionists' work and being able to remind 
the child when he regresses back to old habits; by titling 
the defects in referring to the children; and misunderstand-
ing the nature of the defect and thus not being able to help 
the child (39:54). 
In their study, Lloyd and Ainsworth found that 
teachers knew very little about the speech correctionists' 
activities and failed to give adequate records and reports 
to therapists. Teachers lacked speech correction training 
and not all had had their .own speech examined; 27 per cent 
of the teachers failed to refer speech cases and 21 per 
cent failed to refer physical deformities for medical help; 
75 per cent attacked articulatory problems but used no set 
thoughtout methods; no effort was given to building acceptable 
classroom attitudes for the speech-defective child; speech 
activities were not directed to specific improvement; little 
emphasis was given to voice correction; the teachers did 
not deny some knowledge about stuttering, and yet some 
educationally unsound principles were found in their actions; 
there was a lack of parent-teacher-child conferences; and it 
was found that teachers feel the need for training and feel 
their inadequacies at meeting speech problems (34:244-249). 
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Elementary classroom teachers need to acquire knowl-
edge of the speech-defective child in order to identify 
which children have severe speech disorders requiring pro-
fessional help and those having less complex problems who 
can be assisted in the classroom (21:188, 23:vi). Irwin 
advocates that: " . the teacher should take a course 
in speech-correction methods . . . in order to recommend to 
the parents what to do. Furthermore," states Irwin, "she 
should be able to correct the minor disorders herself" 
(23:vi). 
Training in speech skills enables the teacher to 
cooperate effectively with the speech correctionist. 
Piquette suggests that the teacher must have a sufficient 
speech-education background so that her own speech is as 
effective as possible, so that she is aware of the speech 
habits and needs of the children in her classroom, so that 
she can cooperate successfully with the speech correction-
ist and so that she can use to the best possible advantage 
the speech areas which will stimulate and enrich the pro-
cess of learning (44:277). 
Anderson agrees that it is possible to give the 
teacher background to enable her to cope adequately with a 
substantial number of the speech problems encountered 
routinely in regular teaching, but warns: 
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Beyond that, such training should make clear to her 
her limitations as a speech therapist and should teach 
her where to turn for help when she discovers a case 
she is not equipped to handle herself (4:14). 
Teacher Training 
There are studies which indicate that the teacher is 
often lacking in adequate training in preparation for teach-
ing speech in the elementary schools. Raubicheck said in 
1937 that inadequate attention had been given to training 
teachers to handle speech skills (46:7). There is evidence 
that this lack of attention has been given by many teacher 
training institutions to coursework concerning children's 
speech. Hatchett and Hughes point out that many institu-
tions have no required courses concerning children's speech 
for the elementary teacher (21:108). West, Kennedy, and 
Carr state: 
Few students preparing for elementary work anticipate 
the need for special speech training. Heads of divi-
sions are not yet aware, apparently, of such needs; 
curricula are not at the present time built to include 
it; in fact, existing curricula are already so heavy 
that there is no time for it (64:420). 
Opinions vary concerning teacher qualifications and 
the value of certain courses in speech education for the 
elementary classroom teacher. Eisenson and Ogilvie point 
out many qualifications of the good classroom teacher who 
is successful in helping the speech-defective child. 
Included are his personality, his own speech and voice, a 
discerning ear, "an accurate knowledge of how the American-
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English vowels and consonants are made," ability to plan a 
speech-improvement program, understanding of the aims, ob-
jectives, and procedures of the correctionist, and impor-
tance of being cooperative (14:26-27). Seth and Guthrie 
suggest that elementary teachers have a knowledge of psy-
chology, physiology, and pathology of speech in children, 
and be competent to recognize and not mismanage speech-
defective children (51:206-207). 
Irwin writes that the teacher's speech is very imper-
tant, and needs to be a good example, for the child usually 
learns what he hears. She goes on to say that the teacher 
needs to be acquainted with normal production of all speech 
sounds, to be able to compare her own speech against that 
of others, and to hear the difference between normal and 
defective sounds (23:vi). 
According to some authorities, training in phonetics 
appears desirable. The Research Committee of the American 
Speech and Hearing Association stated that the classroom 
teacher can often work on some of the articulation problems 
with training in phonetics. This is significant in that the 
1961 national survey concluded: 
. . . 81 per cent of the caseload in public school 
remedial speech programs is made up of articulation 
cases. When 64 per cent of training institutions 
report th.at three-fourths or more of their last year's 
bachelor's and master's level graduates were employed 
by public schools, th.is fact becomes crucial in the 
planning of training programs (47:20). 
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According to Lorbert, 65 per cent to 90 per cent of 
the articulation problems can be worked on by the classroom 
teacher who has training in phonetics (35:45). Peins, in a 
1948 study, found that 10 per cent of the elementary teachers 
in the survey had had a phonetics course and 5.6 per cent a 
course in speech pathology. In this same survey, when asked 
which courses were most valuable in teaching speech, the 
teachers rated storytelling first, followed by voice train-
ing, with phonetics rated third. Speech pathology was 
rated ninth in decreasing value. Principals, in Peins' 
study, rated phonetics as the most valuable course for the 
elementary teacher for teaching speech in elementary schools. 
Phonetics was followed by voice training, storytelling, and 
speech pathology, which placed fourth (42:132-133). 
Training concerning speech and hearing problems 
needs to be available to teachers. It is suggested that 
teacher training institutions go beyond the regular 
curriculum offerings to make speech courses available. 
Some institutions are including speech and hearing courses 
in the summer curriculum in order that the needs of the 
classroom teacher may be met (68:130). Lloyd and Ainsworth 
concluded in their study: 
This should be done on an extension, workshop, and 
short course basis, as well as in the regular curricu-
lar offerings, in order to reach the teacher already 
in the field. Second, the speech correctionist on the 
job must supply the bulk of the training to teachers 
in the field wherever possible (34:248-249). 
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Administrators sometimes encourage in-service train-
ing to be given by speech correctionists to the classroom 
teacher. However, Eisenson and Ogilvie warn that the teacher 
must have training and practice before working with children 
with speech difficulties and advise that the classroom 
teacher's speech correction work be done under the supervi-
sion of a correctionist (14:160). 
Speech Improvement Programs 
Various writers endorse the importance of a definite 
curricular time to be given in the classroom for speech 
improvement and the development of related skills (46:6-7, 
19:220-222, 39:56-58, 8:19-20). In writing of the classroom 
teacher's role, Anderson says: 
Fortunately, most, if not all, of the speech education 
and re-education she would be expected to handle can be 
effectively integrated with the activities that form 
the present curriculum, especially at the elementary 
level, and more especially as the elementary curriculum 
is concerned with language arts (4:15). 
Sutton states that speech correction must be inte-
grated into the classroom activities and language arts pro-
gram for reinforcement, and that ''speech correction cannot 
be taught in a vacuum" (53:379). He gives four purposes for 
integrating speech correction and language arts in elementary 
school speech improvement programs: 
1. To afford a vehicle by which the principles of 
speech correction can be applied. 
2. To provide the classroom teacher and the speech 
correctionist a wider area of specific and tan-
gible relationships upon which to develop mutual 
understanding in helping promote the language 
and speech development of the child. 
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3. To provide opportunity for the child to assume more 
responsibility and initiative in the carry-over 
of speech therapy into verbal behavior outside 
of the speech classroom. 
4. To establish criteria for judging the suitability 
and effectiveness of techniques and materials 
involving the academic, social, and emotional 
status of the child (53:376). 
The school has been accused of not providing enough 
language activities initiating the motivation and reason to 
change speech habits. Wood remarked: "It is a peculiar fact 
that in many school systems pupils in language classes have 
no direct work with speech sounds after they leave the third 
grade" ( 68: 37) . 
Anderson emphasizes that speech improvement is 
generally recognized as being the responsibility of the 
classroom teacher. 
It must be remembered that speech, as a basic function 
of the individual, cannot be separated from his other 
activities; his speech training must be an integral 
part of his normal and everyday uses of speech . . . . 
Thus, the classroom teacher enjoys a position of 
strategic importance with respect to the speech educa-
tion of her pupils and thereby acquires a responsibility 
for their speech welfare--responsibility that cannot be 
wholly or successfully delegated, even to the special 
speech teacher (4:9). 
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Various authorities acknowledge that all children 
benefit from some phase of speech improvement. "During 
this period the teacher carries on a highly varied type of 
speech instruction; she not only attempts to correct speech 
deviations but also attempts to provide all students with 
an opportunity to concentrate upon and improve general speech 
habits" (31:414). Eisenson and Ogilvie cite several studies 
concerned with speech improvement programs and they conclude 
that it seems obvious that schools need both speech correc-
tion and speech improvement programs because speech improve-
ment services help all children to speak and listen better 
and reinforce the teaching given in speech therapy sessions 
( 14: 152). 
Van Riper and Butler reported that the greatest 
returns in a speech improvement program are found to come 
from grades one through four (60:43). However, this does 
not mean the program is limited to the lower elementary 
grades. Wood comments that while it is true that the stu-
dent is less plastic at the secondary than the primary level, 
it is also true that as a result of his maturity he is better 
able to attend and to do intensive speech work with the goal 
more clearly in mind. "It is never too late to start" (68:38). 
Dr. Betty Wilson reports on a study made at Lafayette, 
Indiana, in which classroom teachers with no specialized 
speech correction training were used to carry out a planned 
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speech improvement program. It was found that a program in 
speech improvement on the kindergarten level resulted in 
decreases in the number of articulation errors (errors 
included and not included within the training program) as 
compared to kindergarten pupils who had no such training 
( 66:4-13). 
Although speech improvement programs do help the 
majority of children, Carter and Buck argue that it does not 
provide the intensive therapy needed by the majority of those 
who have defective articulation (11:124). 
Effective application of speech-improvement tech-
niques can make possible the limiting of the speech correc-
tionist' s case load (47:92). Irwin states: 
It is often estimated that 10 per cent of the 
school children need speech therapy. This is particu-
larly true if the teacher has no training in speech 
techniques. However, if the classroom teacher has had 
courses in speech which enable her to apply speech-
improvement techniques, the therapist can easily limit 
her case load to the 5 per cent of the children with 
the most serious problems (28:279). 
Irwin also points out that teachers can stimulate speech 
improvement in the regular classroom through the use of 
choral speaking activities, creative dramatics, sharing time, 
discussion periods, and oral reports. Speech activities may 
be coordinated with other school work with.out added burden 
on the teacher (23:vi-vii). 
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Cooperation Between the Teach.er and the Correctionist 
School administrators can be helpful in finding ways 
for teachers and speech correctionists to get together (68: 
93). Administrators can encourage in-service training for 
teachers by speech correctionists. Every school administra-
tor and supervisor determines policies th.at necessarily 
affect speech handicapped children (3l:x). As coordinator 
of activities within a school building, the administrative 
problems concerning the speech program are under his juris-
diction--th.e speech correctionist•s schedule, parent and 
teacher problems, and reports and notices. (79:57). 
Administrators and teachers are among those who have 
a limited appreciation of the work of the speech correction-
ist, according to the 1961 national survey by the Research 
Committee of the American Speech and Hearing Association. 
The Association's survey pointed up the fact that this was 
due to the meager understanding of the academic and clinical 
background of speech and hearing specialists held by the 
administrators and teachers. (47:19). 
A review of the literature available indicated th.at 
many writers emphasize the importance of cooperation between 
the speech correctionist and the classroom teacher in working 
with the speech-defective child; for example, Hatchett and 
Hughes (21:ll0), Wood (68:9,42,93); Lloyd and Ainsworth (34:24), 
Lorberg (35:42), and others (39:50-54, 58:532-537, 47:78). 
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The speech correctionist is often dependent upon the 
classroom teacher for referrals, which necessitates cooper-
ation and mutual understanding. However, Van Riper states 
that the speech correctionist often gets no parent or 
teacher cooperation (58:536). The 1961 national survey 
disclosed that cooperation with teachers is particularly 
important since 68 per cent of the clinicians use the 
"referral 11 method and 64 per cent the "survey' method, both 
methods requiring the assistance of the classroom teacher 
(47:16). Furthermore, 55 per cent use the classroom teacher's 
reports on the seriousness of the disorders and on pupil 
progress (47:21). 
Scheduling of time for speech therapy demands cooper-
ation from the classroom teacher as children are taken from 
the classroom for help. 
Cooperation is needed for reinforcement of therapy 
learnings for the child within the classroom situation. 
The classroom teacher can be the means for transferring 
limited speech training and therapy efforts to regular 
speaking situations (58:536-53~. Lorberg, Jr. states in 
this regard: 
It is ridiculous to assume that in a situation 
where one takes a child out of a regular classroom 
for a few minutes once or twice a week that this 
program can be successful without the cooperation 
of the classroom teacher (35:42). 
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Information from the teacher about the child's class-
room behavior and home situation is often helpful to the 
correctionist. The teacher can be an effective means of 
communication with the parents on behalf of the speech 
correctionist's work with the speech-defective child. 
Looking at the other point of view, the cooperation 
of the speech correctionist is needed by the classroom 
teacher. According to Van Riper's discussion, classroom 
teachers should expect written bulletins and other informa-
tion from the speech correctionist about speech defects and 
treatment, about the speech-correction program being carried 
on for each child, and notices of achievement (58:534-535). 
The classroom teacher needs positive suggestions of 
how to help individuals in the classroom with not only the 
speech problems but with the associated problems connected 
with the speech problems. A more adequate understanding of 
the speech-defective child's problems are needed, and an 
understanding of the individual child's progress in order 
to meet parent inquiries. 
In summarizing Part I and Part II of the review of 
literature thus far, the following remark made by English 
seems fitting: 
The solution to the problem of the classroom teacher 
meeting the "speech needs" of children rests with the 
classroom teacher, the public school administration, 
and the teacher training institutions (15:274). 
-
III. THE PUBLIC SCHOOL SPEECH CORRECTIONIST 
IN THE NATION AND IN WASHINGTON STATE 
Professional Requirements and Standards 
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The public school speech correctionist must meet cer-
tain professional requirements, which vary from state to 
state. Professional standards have been set forth by the 
American Speech and Hearing Association for Basic Certifi-
cation in Speech (Appendix A). Irwin reported in 1959 that 
thirty-two states required enough course credits to meet 
the standards for Basic Certification in Speech as set forth 
by the American Speech and Hearing Association (25:142). 
Found in the 1961 National Survey by the Research Committee 
of the American Speech and Hearing Association was the 
statement that of individuals working directly with speech 
and hearing disorders in the public schools, 40 per cent 
hold certification in the American Speech and Hearing 
Association (47:20). The same survey cited a supply of 
2,000 certificated and 5,000 non-certificated personnel 
meeting the needs of children and adults in the speech and 
hearing field, and of a shortage in personnel: 
A total of 25,000 clinicians would be needed to 
serve the needs of the 2,500,000 speech and hearing 
impaired school children in the United States . . . 
To meet the needs of the speech-and-hearing-handicapped 
children and adults in the United States would require 
over 32,000 adequately trained speech pathologists 
and audiologists . . . in sharp contrast to the present 
supply of about 2,000 certificated and 5,000 non-
certificated personnel in the speech and hearing field 
( 47: 106). 
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Two general plans of certification which seem to 
prevail for public school speech correctionists are first, 
an elementary or secondary teaching certificate, which is 
validated for speech and hearing therapy, and secondly, 
specialization and special certification. 
According to the 1961 Special Education Handbook 
for Washington State, which is basically a series of guide-
lines only (10:3), the professional education of the 
speech correctionist: 
. . . must lead to a teaching certificate or such 
certificate as is defined for this specialty by the 
State Board of Education. Specialized preparation 
must be the equivalent of the academic requirements 
for the Basic Certification in Speech by the 
American Speech and Hearing Association (10:18). 
In 1953, Irwin's study disclosed that in thirty-five 
states the speech and hearing therapist must hold a teach-
ing certificate. Washington State was included among these 
(26:256). 
According to the National Survey Report, no state 
had a program of licensing on the basis of a state board 
examination. 
. . . no general feeling of need for such a program 
has been discerned, although seven state supervisors 
of speech and hearing programs stated that in their 
opinion such licensing is needed and in five states 
~roups have recommended the study of licensing 
{47:103)· 
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Common Problems of Speech Correctionists 
In the 1961 National Survey Report by the Research 
Committee of the American Speech and Hearing Association, 
the most commonly reported problems which the public school 
speech correctionist faced were related to excessive case 
loads, space and time limitations, and motivation of children, 
parents, and teachers (47:77). 
While good practice suggests not more than 100 chil-
dren for a correctionist in .a public school program, the 
nationwide mean current caseload was reported to be 130 
children (47:48, 106). The nationwide mean number of chil-
dren seen at least weekl~ by a correctionist was reported as 
111, and about three-fourths of the correctionists worked 
primarily with children in kindergarten, first, and second 
grade (47:48). In writing of case loads Black said: 
Experience seems to indicate that therapists working 
in most school situations can serve at most about 70 
to 100 pupils at any given time and still do a 
reasonably competent job. About 125 can be seen 
during a year (7:6). 
Speech correctionists vary in the percentage of indi-
victual therapy they handle as to the percentage of group 
therapy. Van Riper states th.at "individual conferences are 
necessary in one-fourth of all cases" (58:533-534). In 
summarizing the report of the National Survey by the Ameri-
can Speech and Hearing Association, Eisenson and Ogilvie 
bring out the following: 
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Approximately nine-tenths of the children who are sub-
jects of speech therapy receive the therapy in groups. 
National averages indicate that clinicians each week 
see about 10 children individually and 101 children in 
groups of four or five . . . . Of those responding in 
this study, 57 per cent indicate that their group 
sessions last from 25 to 34 minutes while 29 per cent 
indicate that their sessions last from 15 to 24 minutes. 
The periods of individual therapy are shorter (14:23). 
Time allowed in the therapy sessions varies with the 
speech correctionist, as indicated by the above report. The 
frequency of speech therapy sessions also varies. In the 
National Survey Report of 1961, it was found that most of 
the clinicians see children individually or in groups of 
four or five, twice a week. About a third of the clini-
cians, however, meet them only once a week (47:20). 
A study by Fein, Gelman, Kone, and McClintock indi-
cated a neglible difference in speech progress between a 
group of children receiving therapy twice a week for one 
semester, and a group receiving therapy once a week for 
two semesters. In their study concerning utilization of the 
speech correctionist's time, they concluded that " ... 
needs, interests, and convenience of the therapists and the 
schools should be the factors determining which plan to 
follow" (16:290). Van Riper suggests: 
Although certain children must be taught individually, 
necessity will demand that approximately ten children 
must be met each teaching hour if each child is to be 
seen twice a week. Groups should seldom exceed five 
children, and in most school systems they average 
about three. The period should seldom be less than 
fifteen minutes in duration (58:533). 
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Black cites surveys of work schedules of correction-
ists and summarizes that the common practice is for public 
school speech therapists to see students twice a week for 
periods of 15 to 30 minutes. The equivalent of half a day 
a week is reserved for office work (7:4). 
Washington State's permissive guidelines concerning 
the speech correctionist suggest that case loads not exceed 
100, with allowance for a possible maximum of fifty or 
fewer, depending on the children involved and the type and 
severity of defects. Allowance for use of time other than 
direct contact with the child is defined in these guidelines 
to include parent counseling, record keeping, and confer-
ences with teachers, administrators, and other personnel 
( 10: 17-18). 
CHAPTER III 
FINDINGS: QUESTIONNAIRE TO INSTITUTIONS 
OF HIGHER LEARNING 
I. PROBLEM AND METHODS OF REPORTING 
One of the two surveys of the study was conducted to 
determine the various institutions' requirements and elec-
tives in the field of speech correction for the elementary 
classroom teacher. Questionnaires (Appendix F) were sent 
to the five Washington State institutions of higher learning 
and to seven of the private universities and colleges in the 
state. Eleven institutions participated in the survey. 
The findings which follow are based on the data 
collected by the survey, and will be reported in the follow-
ing manner: (1) the institutions which participated will 
be listed; (2) the actual questions asked will be presented 
numerically, verbatim; and (3) the findings related to the 
questions will immediately follow the question. 
The institutions taking part in the survey are listed 
in alphabetical order (Table I). On this same table, the 
question sequence is numbered and all but question one are 
tabulated with 11 yes," "no," or "none" answers, which are 
clarified and answered in detail on the following pages of 
the chapter, "yes" being the preferred answer. 
TABLE I 
TABULATION OF THE RESULTS OF QUESTIONNAIRES SENT TO 
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER LEARNING 
Institutions of Answers to Questions 
Higher Learning 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8&9 10&11 
Central Washington State College 871 no no yes yes no yes none yes 
Ellensburg, Washington 
Eastern Washington State College 1433 yes yes yes yes no yes yes yes 
Cheney, Washington 
Gonzaga University 25 no no yes yes no no none yes 
Spokane, Washington 
Pacific Lutheran University 66 no no yes yes no no none yes 
Tacoma, Washington 
Seattle Pacific College 75 no no no no no no none yes 
Seattle, Washington 
Seattle University 86 no no yes no no no none none 
Seattle, Washington 
University of Washington 166 no no yes yes no yes none yes 
Seattle, Washington 
Washington State University ___ 2 no no no yes no yes none yes 
Pullman, Washington 
w 
----1 
TABLE I (continued) 
Institutions of 
Higher Learning 
Answers to Questions 
Western Washington State College 
Bellingham, Washington 
Whitman College 
Walla Walla, Washington 
Whitworth College 
Spokane, Washington 
Total 
1 
504 
11 
79 
1,242 
2 3 
no yes 
no no 
no yes 
4 5 6 7 
yes yes no yes 
yes no no no 
no no no no 
8&9 10&11 
yes yes 
none none 
none none 
1Fall, Winter, and Spring Elementary Education Graduates, not including 
Summer, 1961. 
2No answer given. 
31963-1964 school year 
VJ 
CX> 
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II. QUESTIONS AND FINDINGS 
Question I 
Question. "Give the number of graduates in elemen-
tary education receiving provisional certification during 
the 1962-63 school year." 
Findings. Over 1,200 graduates in elementary educa-
tion were accounted for. As the succeeding questions on 
the questionnaire are examined, it will be significant to 
note the number of elementary teachers who gave evidence of 
academic preparation concerning speech cor~ection. The 
specific number of graduates for each institution is given 
under column 1, Table I, page 37. 
Question II 
Question. "Were the above graduates required to take 
a special course concerning the speech handicapped child?" 
Findings. Eastern Washington State College was the 
only school reporting that it did require such a specialized 
course. The required course was "Speech 451, Speech Correc-
tion and Methods,n a five-quarter-hour class. 
Western Washington State College's report included 
the following comment: "No, but a basic course of this 
type was strongly recommended as one of several courses 
highly desirable." 
Question III 
Question. "Do your present (1963-64) requirements 
for elementary teacher education include a special course 
concerning the speech handicapped child?" 
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Findings. For the 1963-64 school year, Seattle 
Pacific College's respondent reported: "No, but most 
L_'graduate~ took a course for classroom teachers which has 
one or two chapters on corrective speech." 
Eastern Washington affirmed th.at it did. 
Western Washington State College's respondent 
answered: "No, not a course in its entirety devoted to 
this subject, but it is a unit within another required 
subject. 11 
Question IV 
Question. "Are prospective teachers screened for 
speech difficulties?" 
Findings. It is significant to note th.at all but 
two of the institutions screen prospective teachers for 
speech difficulties. 
Central Washington State College requires speech 
clearance as one of the qualifications before admission to 
the professional teacher's program. Those not passing the 
''oral reading" screening procedure are referred to the 
speech and hearing clinic. 
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Eastern Washington College's respondent commented: 
"All must take Speech Fundamentals and obtain speech clear-
ance. If speech. difficulties exist, the student is referred 
to the speech and hearing clinic." 
Gonzaga University provides individual clinical help, 
and reported th.at it offers a remedial course, "Voice and 
Diction," Speech 99. 
Pacific Lutheran University refers such problems to 
the speech clinic. 
The University of Washington provides a non-credit 
speech clinic which is open to all university students with 
speech difficulties. 
Western Washington State College's questionnaire in-
formation included the following comment: "Students found 
to be deficient in speech are not allowed clearance or 
student teaching until they have completed remedial th~rapy 
in the Speech Clinic. Remedial course work for credit can 
be arranged, or non-credit clinical help is made available." 
Whitworth College urges those with difficulties in 
communication to take its course, "Speech for the Classroom 
Teacher." 
Question V 
Question. "Is there a college- or university-directed 
Speech Clinic?" 
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Findings. Four of the eleven institutions reported 
no Speech Clinic. Gonzaga University reported that its 
Speech Clinic was a new program, having less than ten students 
participating at the time. Pacific Lutheran University added 
that "just college students are admitted for correction at 
present." Western Washington State College stated that the 
college had the "usual problems of lack of space, some large 
equipment shortages, and lack of graduate-type assistants 
II 
Question VI 
Question. "Is practice teaching in the special area 
of speech correction required of students in the elementary 
teacher education program?" 
Findings. Although. none of the schools reported in 
the affirmative, Eastern Washington State College advised 
that "some students do take several credits of clinical 
techniques," and Western Washington State College's respond-
ent answered: "No, not required, although some elementary 
students do a first student teaching in therapy." 
Question VII 
Question. "Does your school offer a graduate program 
for the training of speech correctionists?" 
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Findings. Five institutions reported they offered a 
graduate program in speech correction. Eastern Washington 
State College indicated that beginning in the fall of 1963, 
they would offer a Master's of Education in Speech Correc-
tion. 
Question VIII 
Question. "If your institution DID require a special 
course (or courses) concerning the speech-handicapped child 
during the 1962-63 school year, please list the course and 
include the credit hours." 
Findings. (See Findings under Question II.) 
Question IX 
Question. "If your institution DID NOT require a 
special course concerning the speech-handicapped child, but 
did have a required course during the 1962-63 school which 
INCLUDED the study of the speech-handicapped child, then 
please list the course (or courses), indicating the depart-
ment, course title, credit hours, and especially the per-
centage of the course involved in studying the speech-
handicapped child." 
Findings. Western Washington State College's respond-
ent reported: "Some problems of the speech handicapped child 
are dealt with in the three courses specified . . . but all 
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three treat the subject in a somewhat piecemeal fashion." 
Department Quarter 
& Number Course Title Hours 
Psych. 355 Human Growth & Development 4 
Psych. 261 Psychology of Adjustment 3 
Speech 100 Fundamentals of Speech 3 
Whitworth College was reported as having the 
following: 
Department Quarter 
& Number Course Title Hours 
Educ. 210 Human Growth & Development 3 
Speech 483 Speech for the Classroom 
Teacher 3 
Question X 
Per 
Cent 
Per 
Cent 
5 
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Question. "List all the elective courses offered 
during the 1962-63 school year which were especially con-
cerned with. the speech-handicapped child." 
Findings. Seattle University and Whitworth College 
reported th.at they offered no such courses. Since Whitman 
College did not complete this portion of the questionnaire, 
and on the basis of the questions that were completed, it 
is assumed that they offer no such courses. The institutions 
with elective courses will be reported in Table II. 
TABLE II 
ELECTIVE COURSES ESPECIALLY CONCERNED WITH THE 
SPEECH-HANDICAPPED CHILD OFFERED BY 
COLLEGES IN WASHINGTON STATE 
Department 
and Number Course Title 
CENTRAL WASHINGTON STATE COLLEGE 
Educ. 463 
Speech 141 
Diagnostic Techniques and 
Special Measurements 
Voice and Articulation 
Sp. 176,177,178 Corrective Practice 
Speech 320 Teaching Speech in the 
Elementary School 
Speech 377 Introduction to Speech Correction 
Speech 379 Speech Pathology 
Speech 380 Speech Correction Clinic 
Sp.388,389,390 Clinical Practice 
Speech 445 Psychology of Speech 
Speech 447 Speech Science 
Speech 462 Therapy for Stutterers 
Speech 465 Audiology 
Speech 467 Audiometry 
Sp.488,489,490 Clinical Practice 
Speech 563 Therapy for Aphasia 
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Quarter 
Hours 
3 
2 
1 each 
2 
5 
3 
5 
2 each 
2 
2 
3 
5 
2 
3 each 
3 
Department 
and Number 
TABLE II (continued) 
Course Title 
GONZAGA UNIVERSITY 
Speech 150 
Speech 151 
Speech 152 
Speech 153 
Speech 155 
Speech 156 
Speech 157 
Fundamentals of Correction 
Advanced Correction 
Introduction to Hearing 
Phonetics 
Clinical Practice 
Anatomy and Physiology of Ear 
and Larynx 
Organic Disorders of Speech 
EASTERN WASHINGTON STATE COLLEGE 
Speech 204 
Speech 351 
Speech 451 
Speech 452 
Speech 453 
Speech 454 
Speech 455 
Speech 456 
Speech 457 
Speech 458 
Phonetics 
Speech and Voice Science 
Speech Correction Principles 
and Methods 
Clinical Techniques in Speech and 
Hearing Disorders 
Speech Pathology 
Audiology 
Audiometry 
Cleft Palate and Voice Disorders 
Aural Rehabilitation 
Stuttering: Etiology and Therapy 
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Quarter 
Hours 
3 sem. hrs. 
3 
3 
3 
1-3 
3 
3 
II 
ti 
II 
II 
ti 
II 
3 
3 
5 
II 
11 
II 
II 
II 
II 
1 to 12 
5 
3 
3 
5 
3 
3 
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TABLE II (continued) 
Department Quarter 
and Number Course Title Hours 
Speech 550 Seminar in Speech Correction 3 
Speech 551 Problems in Stuttering 3 
Speech 552 Problems in Organic Speech Disorders 5 
Speech 553 Problems in Hearing 3 
PACIFIC LUTHERAN UNIVERSITY 
Speech 430 
Speech 434 
Speech 442 
Speech Pathology 3 sem. hrs. 
Voice Science 3 
Speech for the Classroom Teach.er 2 
SEATTLE PACIFIC COLLEGE 
Speech 490 Speech Correction, Methods, and 
Principles 
Speech 491 Clinical Application Speech 
Correction Methods 
Speech 409 Anatomy of the Larynx and Ear 
UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 
Speech 111 
Speech N79 
Speech 170 
Sp. 370,371 
Speech 373 
Articulation Improvement 
Speech Clinic 
Directed Observation--Speech and 
Hearing Therapy 
Speech Correction 
Diagnostic Methods in Speech 
Correction 
" 
" 
5 
1 
2 
2 
0 
1 
" 
II 
3 or 5 
5 
Department 
and Number 
TABLE II (continued) 
Course Title 
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Quarter 
Hours 
University of Washington (continued) 
Speech 374 
Speech 475 
Speech 476 
Speech 478 
Speech 480 
Sp. 481,482 
Speech 484 
Speech 485 
Speech 487 
Speech 488 
Speech 510 
Speech 570, 
571,572,573 
Speech 574 
Speech 575 
Speech 578 
Speech 580 
Clinical Practice in Speech 
Correction 1 to 5 
Stuttering 2 
Language Development of the Child 3 
Interview Techniques for Speech and 
Hearing Rehabilitation 3 
Introduction to Hearing 3 or 5 
Principles and Methods of Aural 
Rehabilitation 5 
Clinical Practice in Aural 
Rehabilitation 1 to 5 
Medical Background for Audiology 2 
Audiometry 3 
Hearing Aid Evaluation and Selection 2 
Experimental Phonetics 
(Graduates Only) 3 
Organic Disorders of Speech 
(Graduates Only) 3 each 
Advanced Clinical Practice in 
Speech Correction (Graduates Only) 1 to 5 
Stuttering Therapy (Graduates Only) 3 
Psychogenic Factors in Speech and 
Hearing Disorders (Graduates Only) 2 
Advanced Audiology (Graduates Only) 5 
TABLE II (continued) 
Department Quarter 
and Number Course Title Hours 
University of Washington (continued) 
Speech 584 Advanced Clinical Practice in 
Aural Rehabilitation (Graduates 
Only) 1 to 5 
Speech 587 Advanced Audiometry (Graduates Only) 2 
Speech 588 Advanced Audiometry (Graduates Only) 2 
Speech 589 Advanced Audiometry (Graduates Only) 2 
Speech 597 Seminar in Speech Correction (Graduates Only) 2 to 6 
WASHINGTON STATE UNIVERSITY 
Speech 470 
Speech 471 
Speech 475 
Principles of Speech Correction 3 sem.h.rs. 
Advanced Speech Correction 
Clinical Methods 
3 
1-3 
WESTERN WASHINGTON STATE COLLEGE 
Speech 1 Remedial Speech 
Speech 105 Voice and Articulation Improvement 
Speech. 355 Introduction to Speech. Correction 
Speech 356 Articulation and Voice Disorders 
and Defects 
Speech 357, Clinical Practice in Speech 
358,359 Correction 
Speech 400 Special Problems 
Speech 453 Introduction to Hearing 
" 
If 
" " 
0 
3 
3 
3 
2 each 
1 to 3 
3 
Department 
and Number 
TABLE II (continued) 
Course Title 
Western Washington State College (continued) 
Speech 454 Disorders Of Rhythm 
Speech 455 The Speech Clinic 
Speech 456 Advanced Speech Correction 
Speech 457, Advanced Clinical Practice in 
458,459 Speech Correction 
Speech 500 Special Problems 
Speech 558 Hearing Rehabilitation 
Speech 590 Speech Correction for the Classroom 
Teacher 
Speech 551 Seminar in Speech Pathology 
Speech 557 Internship in Speech Therapy 
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Quarter 
Hours 
3 
3 
3 
2 each 
1 to 3 
2 
2 
3 
3 
Question XI 
Question. "List all the elective courses offered 
during the 1962-1963 school year which included the study 
of the speech-handicapped child." 
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Findings. Eastern Washington State College, Gonazga 
University, Pacific Lutheran University, Seattle University, 
University of Washington, Whitman College, and Whitworth 
College did not report any such courses. 
Those institutions reporting on offerings of elec-
tive courses which included the study of the speech-
handicapped child will be reported in Table III. 
TABLE III 
ELECTIVE COURSES INCLUDING THE STUDY OF 
THE SPEECH-HANDICAPPED CHILD OFFERED 
BY COLLEGES IN WASHINGTON STATE 
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Department 
and Number Course Title 
Quarter Per 
Hours Cent* 
CENTRAL WASHINGTON STATE COLLEGE 
Educ. 322 Teaching of Reading 
Educ. 420 Teaching Procedures in the 
Language Arts 
Educ. 426 Studies and Problems in 
Reading 
SEATTLE PACIFIC COLLEGE 
Speech 306 Speech for the Classroom 
Teacher 
WASHINGTON STATE UNIVERSITY 
Speech 472 Audiology 
WESTERN WASHINGTON STATE COLLEGE 
Speech 200 
Speech 350 
Speech 430 
Speech 450 
Speech Analysis 
Speech Science 
Creative Dramatics 
Phonetics 
*Estimated 
**As related to articulation and phonics 
***Semester Hours 
3 5** 
3 1 
3 1 
5 
3*** 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
10 
CHAPTER IV 
COUNTY AND DISTRICT SPEECH PROGRAM SURVEY 
I. PROBLEM AND METHODS OF REPORTING 
One phase of this study was to identify the existing 
speech correction programs serving elementary grades one 
through six in the school districts of ten Central Washing-
ton counties during the 1962-1963 school year. A survey 
was made in the following counties: Benton, Chelan, Doug-
las, Ferry, Franklin, Grant, Kittitas, Klickitat, Okanogan, 
and Yakima. Information received from questionnaires sent 
to county and district superintendents and speech correc-
tionists contributed in the preparation of this chapter. 
Questionnaires from many county and district superintend-
ents were returned incomplete; others had been forwarded to 
speech correctionists for partial completion, indicating a 
possible lack of knowledge of the speech correction programs 
on the part of the superintendents. 
The information gathered and compiled for use in this 
chapter will be reported in the following ways: 
1. A map of the counties and location of speech 
correction centers. 
2. A list of speech correction centers with key numbers. 
3. Details of the speech correction center activities 
as reported, arranged according to key number. 
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4. A table form accounting of each school district 
according to alphabetical order of the ten counties 
in the survey. School districts with "no response 11 
are included for consistency in reporting a total 
outlook of the ten counties. 
First, the map (Figure 1) shows the location of the 
ten counties covered in the survey. Dotted lines outline 
additional counties mentioned in the detailed reports from 
the speech correction centers, where joint programs involved 
other counties. The key numbers on the map indicate the 
location of the twelve speech correction centers. 
The speech correction centers servicing the ten 
counties surveyed in this study are arranged in alphabetical 
order by county on Table IV, page 56, giving the key number, 
city location, and title or other identification of each 
center. Speech correction centers were not located in all 
counties, and some counties reported more than one center. 
Twelve speech correction centers were reported to be 
servicing the school districts in the ten counties surveyed. 
Most of these centers were joint programs involving other 
districts within the same county or in other counties. Pro-
grams, organization, and pertinent related information con-
cerning the centers are reported in order of the key numbers 
of the speech correction centers. 
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TABLE IV 
NAME AND LOCATION OF SPEECH CORRECTION CENTERS 
County 
Benton 
Chelan 
Douglas 
Ferry 
Franklin 
Grant 
Kittitas 
Key 
No. Location 
8 Richland 
2 Wenatchee 
None 
None 
None 
7 Ephrata 
6 Grand Coulee 
5 Moses Lake 
4 Cle Elum 
3 Ellensburg 
Klickitat 12 Stevenson 
Okanogan 1 
Yakima 10 
9 
11 
Okanogan 
Sunnyside 
Wapato 
Yakima 
Title or Other Identification 
Tri-Cities Special Education 
Wenatchee Special Education 
Center 
Tri-City Program, Ephrata 
Tri-County Special Education 
Program 
Special Services of Moses Lake 
Cle Elum and Upper Kittitas 
County 
Ellensburg and Lower 
Kittitas County 
Klickitat and Skamania County 
Special Education 
Cooperative Schools of 
Okanogan County 
Sunnyside Special Education 
Yakima County Cooperative 
Program for Special 
Education 
Yakima School District 
Special Education 
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A table-form accounting of every school district 
within the ten counties (a total of 103 districts) is 
reported according to alphabetical order of the counties 
(Table V, page 69). The table will be preceded by an 
explanation and pertinent extracts concerning the statistics 
recorded. 
II. SPEECH CORRECTION CENTER REPORTS COVERING THE 
TEN COUNTIES SURVEYED FOR 1962-1963 
Cooperative Schools of Okanogan County (Key No. ,!_, 
Grand Coulee) 
With the exception of Coulee Dam and Nespelem School 
Districts, which received speech-correction services under 
the Tri-County Program from Grand Coulee, all of the Okanogan 
County school districts were served by the Cooperative 
Schools of Okanogan County program, operating through 
Okanogan School District No. 105. 
Two speech correctionists were hired by the county; 
one was certified by the American Speech and Hearing 
Association and the other had the equivalent of the require-
ment. (See Appendix A; 60:55-56). 
One source reported that 240 children received speech 
correction from this county program for the year. The 
speech correctionists reported average case loads of 125 
and 140. Frequency of visits for therapy was weekly. 
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Wenatchee Special Education Center (Key No. 2, Wenatchee) 
The Wenatchee Special Education Center, maintained 
by Wenatchee school district in Chelan County, serviced 
Chelan and part of Douglas County. There were two speech 
correctionists contracted during 1962-1963. They did not have 
Basic Certification in Speech by the American Speech and 
Hearing Association, nor did they have the equivalent. One 
worked full-time, with a case load of 137, and the other 
worked three days a week with a case load of 190-200. 
Because of the shortage of therapists, a workshop was held 
for all first and second grade teachers in the Wenatchee 
School District by one of the speech correctionists. Teach-
ers were instructed in speech therapy methods so they could 
help the children in their classrooms. An unusual year was 
reported and some remarks written on questionnaires 
returned from the speech correctionists at this center 
included: " ... our only completely 'understaffed' year! 
The answers we're giving do not represent the true picture 
of our speech therapy program." "Ordinarily we have four 
therapists contracted by #246 ,LVenatchee School Distric~ 
that service #246, parts of Chelan County, and Douglas 
County." 
Chelan County. The returns from this county indi-
cated the following school districts were without speech-
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correction services: Leavenworth, Malaga, Peshastin-Dryden, 
Wenatchee Heights, and Winton. 
A "block form" program, in which the school districts 
were visited once a week for two months by the speech cor-
rectionist, was reported for the following school districts: 
Entiat, Lake Chelan, Manson, and Monitor. The Lake Chelan 
School District superintendent's report read, "Our speech 
correctionist was employed by Wenatchee District and came 
to Chelan one-half day every other week." Monitor school 
district reported visitations of approximately 80 minutes 
per week, and the respondent from the school district com-
mented: "Three classroom teachers carrying on the work of 
speech correctionist." A lack of personnel and lack of 
funds were checked by Entiat and Lake Chelan school dis-
tricts as limiting factors in the speech correction program. 
The following statement from the principal of Cash-
mere Elementary School was the only information indicating 
Cashmere School District was serviced during 1962-1963: 
"Our speech correctionist program is contracted through the 
Special Education Program of the Wenatchee Schools." 
Wenatchee School District schools were under a block 
form program also, but were visited two times a week for 
two months. 
Douglas County. During the 1962-1963 school year, 
the school districts in Douglas County turned over their 
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entitlement of special education funds to the Wenatchee 
Special Education Center. Part-time services were made 
available to the following two of the seven districts within 
the county: Eastmont and Watervill. Waterville reported 
weekly therapy. 
Ellensburg and U>wer Kittitas County Program (Key No. ~, 
Ellensburg) 
The Ellensburg and U>wer Kittitas County Program was 
one of two speech correction programs operating within 
Kittitas County during the 1962-1963 school year. Two 
correctionists worked out of Ellensburg, one of whom also 
worked part-time for Kittitas County. Of the two speech 
correctionists, one had an average case load of 85-100 in 
Ellensburg, and the other had an average case load of 140, 
which included part-time work in other districts. Both 
speech correctionists held Basic Certification in Speech 
by the American Speech and Hearing Association. Visits for 
therapy were weekly, and serviced the following school dis-
tricts in Kittitas County: Damman, Ellensburg, Kittitas, 
Reecer Creek, Thorp, and Woldale. 
The Kittitas School District superintendent of 
schools reported a lack of interest and personnel as possible 
limiting factors of the speech correction program. Concern-
ing who contracted the correctionist, he said: "We assigned 
our rights to Ellensburg, who furnished a therapist." 
Cle Elum and Upper Kittitas County Program (Key No. 4, 
Cle Elum) 
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This program was one of two operating within Kittitas 
County. The speech correctionist worked out of Cle Elum, 
was not certified by the American Speech and Hearing Associ-
ation,, but did have " ..• 200 practicum hours in," and was 
reported to be "working on Basic," according to the district 
superintendent's report from Cle Elum. Frequency of visits 
was approximately once a week to Easton, Roslyn, Ronald, 
and South Cle Elum school districts. Cle Elum School Dis-
trict was visited two days weekly. The case load was 
reported as 131. 
Special Services of Moses Lake (Key No • .2_, Moses Lake) 
Special Services of Moses Lake was one of three 
separate programs for speech correction operating within 
Grant County, and served the Moses Lake School District only. 
Three full-time speech correctionists with Basic Certifica-
tion in Speech by the American Speech and Hearing Associa-
tion were employed. Visits were twice a week to each school 
for half a day. Over 222 elementary children were reported 
as receiving therapy under this program. According to 
reports from the speech correctionist,, many more children 
than were treated were evaluated and found with disorders. 
Case loads were 131,, 105, and 73. The latter included 19 
elementary in special education and 54 secondary students. 
Tri-County Special Education Program (Key No. 6, 
Grand Coulee) 
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The Tri-County Special Education Program was one of 
three separate programs operating within Grant County and 
was directed from Grand Coulee. One speech correctionist 
with Basic Certification in Speech by the American Speech 
and Hearing Association handled the program in which approx-
imately 254 children received therapy. Each school was 
visited 17 times during the year. Following are the 20 
school districts participating in this program, given in 
alphabetical order by county: 
Grant County: Coulee City, Grand Coulee, Hartline, 
Lower Crab Creek, Marlin, Wahluke, Warden, Wilson Creek. 
Lincoln County: Almira, Creston, Davenport, Edwall, 
Harrington, Odessa, Reardan, Sprague, Wilbur. 
Okanogan County: Coulee Dam, Nespelem. 
Stevens County: Columbia. 
A lack of funds and personnel was reported as limiting the 
program. 
Tri-City Program, Ephrata (Key No. 7, Ephrata) 
Another of three speech correction centers within 
Grant County was the Tri-City Program administered from 
Ephrata. This program serviced schools in Ephrata, Soap 
Lake, and Quincy school districts. Two full-time speech 
correctionists with Basic Certification in Speech by the 
American Speech and Hearing Association were employed. One 
reported an average case load of 110. 
Soap Lake School District reported 31 children re-
ceived therapy, and Quincy School District estimated that 
about 77 children received speech-correction services in 
that district, being visited twice weekly. 
Tri-Cities Special Education (Key No. 8, Richland) 
The Tri-Cities Special Education Program, which ser-
viced Benton and Franklin county school districts, was 
directed from Richland. Seven full-time speech correction-
ists were contracted, their qualifications not being 
reported. A total of 922 elementary children were reported 
as receiving therapy from these two districts under the pro-
gram. Case loads reported were 125, 120, 120, and 125, 
respectively. 
Benton County. Within Benton County, Prosser School 
District was the only district which reported there were no 
speech correction services available during the 1962-1963 
school year, and indicated a lack of personnel as limiting 
their program. It is assumed from the reports received 
that all other school districts within the county were 
serviced. 
Franklin County. The Special Education Office in 
Richland reported that all of the Franklin County schools 
were covered by the Tri-Cities Special Education Program. 
Yakima County Cooperative Program for Special Education 
(Key No. 2_, Wapato) 
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The Yakima County Cooperative Program, administered 
from the Wapato School District, had the responsibility of 
serving all the school districts in Yakima County with the 
exception of Yakima School District and Sunnyside School 
District, which had their own programs. 
The program contracted four full-time speech correc-
tionists who had the equivalent of Basic Certification in 
Speech by the American Speech and Hearing Association. How-
ever, one speech correctionist commented: "None of us have Lii.97 
the audiology requirements." 
Although the space was provided for the program by 
the county superintendent of schools, and although the pro-
gram operated from the same, it was reported that it was 
not considered as a service of the county superintendent 
of schools because the total program was paid for by all the 
school districts it served through relinquishment of handi-
cap funds. Over 920 children were reported as receiving bi-
weekly speech therapy from this program. 
It was noted on the county report that Grandview 
School District was the only district within Yakima County 
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without regular speech correction services. A report from 
that district, however, noted that 17 children received 
therapy from a person not holding national certification or 
the equivalent of basic certification in speech by the 
American Speech and Hearing Association. The respondent 
went on to say that this person " • . . handled work part-
time in connection with other handicapped cases." 
White Swan School District reported that throughout 
the year 36 children were seen at least once, and 11 hearing 
tests were given, while 9 children received regular therapy 
during the year. 
Sunnyside Special Education (Key No. 10, Sunnyside) 
The Sunnyside Special Education program contracted 
one full-time speech correctionist who had the equivalent 
of Basic Certification in Speech. This was one of three 
programs operating within Yakima County. Children within 
this district receiving therapy numbered 185, and one child 
outside the district received therapy under the program. The 
speech correctionist cited "funds" as possibly limiting the 
speech correction program in Sunnyside for the years 1961-64. 
Yakima School District Special Education (Key No. 11, Yakima) 
This was one of three programs serving speech-
correc tion needs within Yakima County. One therapist 
reported that 490 children received therapy in the district, 
and an additional seven children from other districts and 
in special education received therapy under the Yakima 
School District Special Education program. There were 
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three fUll-time speech correctionists. None were certified 
by the American Speech and Hearing Association; however, two 
had the equivalent. A lack of personnel was checked as a 
limiting factor for the 1963-1964 school year speech-
correction program. 
Klickitat and Skamania County Special Education (Key No. 12, 
Stevenson) 
Klickitat and Skamania counties shared a handicapped 
program based in Stevenson, Washington. The special educa-
tion team consisted of two speech and hearing therapists. 
One held Basic Certification in Speech by the American 
Speech and Hearing Association and the other had the 
equivalent. Their case loads were 40 and 65 respectively. 
The speech and hearing consultant checked lack of personnel 
and funds as limiting the program for the 1961-1963 school 
year. 
School districts with regular speech correction ser-
vices in Klickitat County were Bingen, bi-weekly; Lyle, bi-
weekly; Trout Lake, weekly; and White Salmon, bi-weekly. 
Emergency basis was extended to Glenwood district 
for diagnosis only. There were approximately three visits, 
and four children received therapy in Glenwood. Goldendale 
-
School District was serviced on an emergency basis also, 
and one child was transported to White Salmon from Golden-
dale for bi-weekly therapy. The superintendent of Golden-
dale colDlllented: "Our school district borrowed the services 
or a speech correctionist for one bad case during the past 
year (1962-1963). During the coming year we will have full-
time service [from a Skamania-Klickita~ two-county 
program." 
The following school districts in Klickitat County 
were without speech correction services: Appleton, Bickle-
ton, Centerville, Klickitat, Mountain Brook, Roosevelt, and 
Wishram. or these, Bickleton reported they had no services 
because there was a lack of speech defective children. 
Not Covered .EL Speech Correction Center Reports: Ferry 
County 
The superintendent of Ferry County wrote the follow-
ing in response to the questionnaire he received: 
We have had no county-contracted speech correction-
ist at any time. As far as I know none of our six 
school districts employ a full-time or part-time 
speech correctionist. For the 1963-64 year the county 
plans to use a part-time speech worker. 
Inchelium School District superintendent reported 
plans to work with the Stevens County superintendent for a 
program in 1963-1964. 
Keller School District reported that there were no 
speech-defective children for the years 1961-1963. 
III. COUNTY AND DISTRICT SURVEY 
Table V accounts for every school district within 
the ten counties surveyed in the study. These are arranged 
in alphabetical order according to counties. Information 
was distributed in seven columns. In the first column, the 
name of the county is followed by an alphabetical listing 
of the school districts. Reading across, the key numbers 
identify the speech correction center or centers responsible 
for servicing the specific county and districts. Avail-
ability of speech correction services during 1962-1963 is 
indicated by "yes," "no," "never," or "N.R." (no response). 
The number of children as reported to have received therapy 
is listed in the fourth column. In column five, the elemen-
tary enrollment for grades one through six is given as 
reported on returned questionnaires. When there was no 
response, enrollment figures from the Washington Educational 
Directories (6l:x; 62:x) were used and have been indicated 
as such with an asterisk. Column six gives the estimated 
number of classroom teachers based on an average classroom 
load of 26.0 which was reported for Washington State in 
1962 (32:19). This estimate was used to standardize figures 
in the absence of questionnaire information. The last 
column gives the estimated number of speech problems in the 
district enrollments for grades one th.rough six, as based 
68 
upon six per cent as the lowest estimate of speech defects 
which can be scientifically defended (58:34). 
A resume of the information contained in Table V 
indicates there was a total of 55,853 pupils enrolled and 
an estimated total of 3,351 of these pupils had speech and 
hearing problems in the 103 districts within the ten 
counties studied. An estimated total of 2,148 classroom 
teachers were employed within the ten counties. 
Within the 28 school districts which had no avail-
able speech services, there were 4,432 children enrolled 
and an estimated 170 teachers employed in grades one 
through six. Within the 28 school districts were an 
estimated 266 children with speech and hearing defects. 
TABLE V 
COUNTY AND DISTRICT SURVEY 
County Speech Children Elementary Estimated Estimated 
and Key Correction Receiving Enrollment Classroom Speech 
District No. Services Therapy 1 through 6 Teachers Problems 
1 to 6 { 6~} 
BENTON COUNTY 8 yea N.R. 9,464 364 568 
Kennewick 8 yes N.R. 4,000 154 240 
No. 17 
Kiona Benton 8 yea N.R 507* 19 30 
No. 52 
Patterson 8 N.R. N.R. 14* 1 1 
No. 50 
Prosser 8 no none 1,175 45 70 
No. 116 
Richland 8 yes 222 3,543 136 213 
No. 400 
Riverview 8 yes 31 224 9 13 
*Indicates information taken from WEA Washington Educational Directory, 1962-1963. 
0\ 
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TABLE V (continued) 
County Speech Children Elementary Estimated Estimated 
and Key Correction Receiving Enrollment Claaaroom Speech 
District No. Services Therapy (1 to §) Teachers Problems 
{l to 6} {6~} 
CHELAN COUNTY 2 yes 385 4,966 191 298 
Cashmere 2 yes N.R. 768** 30 46 
No. 122 
Entiat 2 yes 3-6 155 6 9 
No. 127 
Lake Chelan 2 yes 21 567 22 34 
No. 129 
Leavenworth 2 none none 417* 16 25 
No. 128 
Malaga 2 never none 127* 5 8 
No. 115 
Manson 2 yes 10 270* 10 16 
No. 17 
Monitor 2 yes 6-10 103 4 6 
No. 9 
*Indicates information taken from WEA Washington Educational Directory, 1962-63. 
-...;i 
**Indicates information taken from WEA Washington Educational Directory, 1963-64. 
0 
TABLE V (continued) 
County Speech Children Elementary Estimated Estimated 
and Key Correction Receiving Enrollment Classroom Speech 
District No. Services Therapy (1 to 6) Teachers Problems 
{l to 6} {6~} 
CHELAN COUNTY (continued) 
Peshastin-Dryden 2 no none 262• 10 16 
No. 200 
Stehekin 2 never 
No. 69 
none 7* 1 0 
Wenatchee 2 yes 150 2,921 112 175 
No. 246 
Wenatchee Heights 2 never none 18* 1 1 
No. 60 
Winton 2 never none 16* 1 1 
No. 6 
DOUGLAS COUNTY 2 yes N.R. 2,115 81 127 
Bridgeport 2 no none 267• 10 16 
No. 75 
*Indicates information taken from WEA Washington Educational Directory, 1962-63. 
-..J 
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TABLE V (continued) 
County Speech Children Elementary Estimated Estimated 
and Key Correction Receiving Enrollment Classroom Speech 
District No. Services Therapy (1 to 6) Teachers Problems 
{l to 6} {6~} 
DOUGLAS COUNTY (continued) 
Eastmont 
No. 206 
2 yes N. R. l,630 63 98 
Mansfield 2 no none 50# 2 3 
No. 207 
Orondo 2 no none 58 2 3 
No. 13 
Palisades 2 no none 12* 1 1 
No. 102 
Waterville 2 yes 17 170 7 10 
No. 208 
Withrow 2 no none 25* 1 2 
No. 107 
*Indicates information taken from WEA Washington Educational Directory, 1962-63. 
#1962-63 WEA Educational Directory indicates 138 students in grades 1-12; 
estimated at least 50 in elementary grades 1-6. 
-..:i 
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TABLE V (continued) 
County Speech Children Elementary Estimated 
and Key Correction Receiving Enrollment Classroom 
District No. Services Therapy (1 to 6) Teachers 
{l to 6} 
FERRY C OUN'l'Y none no none 545 21 
Curley none no none 106 4 
No. 50 
Hazelmere none no none 10* 1 
No. 60 
Inchelium none no none 105 4 
No. 70 
Keller none no none 30 1 
No. 3 
Orient none no none 59* 2 
No. 65 
Republic none no none 221 9 
No. 309 
*Indicates information taken from WEA Washington Educational Directory, 
Estimated 
Speech 
Problems 
{6~} 
33 
6 
1 
6 
2 
4 
13 
1962-63. 
-..;i 
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TABLE V (continued) 
County Speech Children Elementary Estimated Estimated 
and Key Correction Receiving Enrollment Claasroom Speech 
District No. Services Therapy (1 to 6) 'teachers Problems 
{l to 6) {6~} 
FRANKLIN COUNTY 8 yes N.R. 3,466 133 208 
Kahlotus 8 yes N.R. 75* 3 5 
No. 56 
North Franklin 8 yes N.R. 602* 23 36 
No. J51-162 
Pasco 8 yes N.R. 2,783 107 167 
No. 1 
Star 8 yea N.R. 6* 1 0 
No. 54 
GRANT COUNTY 5,6,7 yes N.R. 7,428 286 446 
Coulee Cit~ 6 yes 5 100 4 6 
No. 150-20 J 
Ephrata 
No. 165 
7 yes N.R. 988 38 58 
*Indicates information taken from WEA Washington Educational Directory, 1962-63. 
-..;j 
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TABLE V (continued) 
County Speech Children Elementary Estimated Estimated 
and Key Correction Receiving Enrollment Classroom Speech 
District No. Services Therapy Grades 1-6 Teachers Problems 
Grades 1-6 (6~) 
GRANT COUN'l'Y (continued) 
Grand Coulee 6 yea 12 191 7 11 
No. 55-201-205J 
Hartline 
No. 128 
6 yea N.R. 95* 37 6 
Lower Crab Creek 6 yes N.R. 286 11 17 
No. 160 
Marlin 6 yea 
No. 162 
2 39 2 2 
Moses Lake 5 yea 
No. 161 
222 3,763 145 226 
Quine~ 7 yes 77 1,012 39 61 
No. 1 4-101 
Soap Lake 7 yes 31 285 11 17 
No. 156 
*Indicates information taken from WEA Washington Educational Directory, 1962-63. 
~ 
\J1 
TA~LE V (continued) 
County Speech Children Elementary Estimated Estimated 
and Key Correction Receiving Enrollment Claaaroom Speech 
District No. Services Therapy Grades 1-6 Teachers Problems 
Grades 1-6 ( 6~~ 
GRANT COUN'l'Y {continued) 
Trinidad none no none 25* 1 2 
No. 22 
Wahluke 6 yes 3 58** 2 3 
No. 73 
Warden 
No. 146-161 
6 yea N.R. 492* 19 30 
Wilson Creek 
No. 164 
6 yes N.R. 94* 4 6 
KITTITAS COUNTY 3&4 yea 376 2,256 87 135 
Cle Elum 4 yes 52 245 9 15 
No. 104 
Damman 3 yes N.R. 30 1 2 
No. 7 
*Indicates information taken from WEA Washington Educational Directory, 1962-63. 
-..;i 
**Number includes grades 1-8. 0\ 
TABLE V (continued) 
County Speech Children Elementary Estimated Estimated 
and Key Correction Receiving Enrollment Claaaroom Speech 
District No. Service a Therapy Grades 1-6 Teachers Problems 
Gradea l-6 {6~} 
KITTITAS COUNTY (continued) 
Easton 
No. 28 
4 yes N.R 44 2 3 
Ellensburg 3 yea N.R. 1,330 51 80 
No. 401 
Kittitas 
No. 401 3 
yes 24 377 15 23 
Reecer Creek 3 yes N.R. 17 1 1 
No. 8 
Ronald 4 yes N.R. 30 1 2 
No. 34 
Roslyn 
No. 24 
4 yea N.R. 124 5 7 
South Cle Elum 4 yes N.R. 57 2 3 
No. 22 
Thorp 3 yes N.R. 77 3 5 
No. 400 
-.:i 
-.:i 
TABLE V (continued) 
County Speech Children Elementary Estimated Estimated 
and Key Correction Receiving Enrollment Classroom Speech 
District No. Services Therapy Grades 1-6 Teachers Problems 
Grades 1-6 (6~} 
KITTITAS COUNTY (continued) 
Woldale 3 yes N.R. 21 1 1 
No. 13 
KLICKITAT COUN':l'Y 12 yes N.R. 1,,954 75 117 
Appleton 12 no none 17* 1 l 
No. 35 
Bickleton 12 no none 28 1 2 
No. 203 
Bingen 
No. 66 
12 yes 5 92* 4 6 
Centerville 12 no none 71* 3 4 
No. 215 
Glenwood 12 yes 4 127* 5 8 
No. 401 
*Indicates information taken from WEA Washington Educational Directory, 1962-63. 
~ 
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TABLE V (continued) 
County Speech Children Elementary Estimated Estimated 
and Key Correction Receiving Enrollment Classroom Speech 
District No. Services Therapy Grades 1-6 Teachers Problems 
Grades 1-6 {6~} 
KLICKITAT COUNTY (continued) 
Goldendale 
No. 404 
12 yea 1 533 21 32 
Klickitat 12 no none 14 1 1 
No. 402 
Lyle 
No. R-406 
12 yes 9 183* 7 11 
Mountain Brook 12 no none 12* 1 1 
No. 59 
Roosevelt 12 no none 35* 1 2 
No. 403 
Trout Lake 12 yes 5 112* 4 7 
No. R-400 
White Salmon 12 yes 42 555* 21 33 
No. 405-17 
*Indicates information taken from WEA Washington Educational Directory, 1962-63. 
-..;i 
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TABLE V (continued) 
County Speech Children Elementary Estimated Estimated 
and Key Correction Receiving Enrollment Classroom Speech 
District No. Services Therapy Clradea 1-6 Teachers Problems 
Oradea 1-6 { 6~} 
KLICKITAT COUNTY (continued) 
Wiahram 12 no none 130* 5 8 
No. 94 
OKANOGAN COUNTY 1&6 yes 240 3,346 129 191 
Brewster 1 yes N .R. 320* 12 19 
No. 111 
Concully l yes N.R. 13* l l 
No. 2 
Coulee Dam 
No. 401 
6 yes N.R. 378* 15 23 
Molson 1 yea 5 43 2 3 
No. 400 
Nespelem 6 yes N.R. 176* 7 11 
No. 14 
*Indicates information taken from WEA Washington Educational Directory, 1962-63. 
OJ 
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TABLE V (continued) 
County Speech Children Elementary Estimated Estimated 
and Key Correction Receiving Enrollment Classroom Speech 
District No. Services Therapy Grades 1-6 Teachers Problems 
Grades 1-6 {6~) 
OKANOGAN COUNTY (continued) 
Okanogan 1 yes N.R. 455* 18 27 
No. 105 
Omak 1 yes N.R. 738* 28 44 
No. 19 
Oroville 
No. 405 
1 yea N.R. 470* 18 28 
Pateros 1 yes N. R. 217* 8 13 
No. 122 
Riverside 1 yes N .R. 72** 3 4 
No. 118 
Tonasket 
No. 404 
1 yes N.R. 597* 23 36 
Twisp 1 yes N.R. 290* 11 17 
No. 403 
*Indicates information taken from WEA Washington Educational Directory, 1962-63. 
CX> 
**Indicates information taken from WEA Washington Educational Directory, 1963-64. I-' 
TABLE V (continued} 
County Speech Children Elementary Estimated Estimated 
and Key Correction Receiving Enrollment Claaaroom Speech 
District No. Services Therapy Grades 1-6 Teachers Problems 
Grades 1-6 {6~} 
OKANOGAN COUNTY (continued} 
Winthrop 1 yes N.R. 171** 7 10 
No. 103 
YAKIMA COUNTY 9,10,11 yes 1,602 20,312 781 1,219 
Broadway 9 yea 16 578 22 35 
No. 33 
Dorothy 9 yes N.R. 28* 1 2 
No. 24 
Grandview 9 no none# 1,107 43 66 
No. 116-200 
Granger 
No. 204 
9 yes N.R. 789• 30 47 
Harrah 9 yes 23 320 12 19 
No. 108 
*Indicates information taken from WEA Washington Educational Directory, 1962-63. 
**Indicates information taken from WEA Washington Educational Directory, 1963-64. co 
#From person not certified nor having equivalent; not a part of speech center 
I\) 
programs ( 17). 
TABLE V (continued) 
County Speech Children El•entary Estimated Eatimated 
and Key Correction Receiving Enrollment Classroom Speech 
District No. Services Therapy Grades 1-6 Teachers Problems 
Grades 1-6 {6~} 
YAKIMA COUNTY (continued) 
Highland 9 yes 20 536 21 32 
No. 203 
Mabton 9 yes N.R. 499* 19 30 
No. 120 
Moxee 9 yea N.R. 791* 30 47 
No. 90 
Naches Valley 9 yes 18 568 22 34 
No. 3 
Selah 9 yes N.R. 1,001* 39 60 
No. 119 
Sunnyside 10 yes 185 2,606 100 156 
No. 201 
Toppenish 9 yes N .R. 1,380* 53 83 
No. 202 
*Indicates information taken from WEA Washington Educational Directory, 1962-63. 
()) 
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TABLE V (continued) 
County Speech Children Elementary Estimated Estimated 
and Key Correction Receiving Enrollment Classroom Speech 
District No. Services Therapy Grades 1-6 Teachers Problems 
Grades 1-6 {6~) 
YAKIMA COUNTY (continued) 
Union Gap 9 yea 9 400 15 24 
No. 2 
Wapato 9 yes N.R. 1,533* 59 92 
No. 207 
West Valley 
No. 208 
9 yes N.R. 1,724* 66 103 
White Swan 9 yes 9 400 15 24 
No. 88 
Yakima 11 yes 490 6,850 263 411 
No. 7 
Zillah 9 yea N.R. 309* 12 19 
No. 205 
*Indicates information taken from WEA Washington Education Directory, 1962-63. 
OJ 
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CHAPTER V 
FINDINGS: QUESTIONNAIRE TO SPEECH CORRECTIONISTS 
I. THE PROBLEM. AND METHODS OF REPORTING 
It was the purpose of this part of the second survey 
to determine the types of contact made by the speech cor-
rectionists with the elementary classroom teachers and with 
the parents of elementary school children who were receiving 
therapy during 1962-1963. Questionnaires (Appendix G) 
designed for speech correctionists were enclosed with the 
questionnaires mailed to county and district superintendents. 
Twenty-four correctionists out of thirty contracted by the 
twelve speech correction centers in the counties covered by 
this survey returned completed questionnaires. The findings 
which follow are based upon the data collected from this 
survey and will be reported by (1) a table of the speech 
correction centers and related data, (2) tabulation of 
response patterns to questions one and two, (3) findings 
and quoted comments made by the correctionists to questions 
one and two, and (4) a table reporting findings for questions 
three and four. 
Data regarding county and city locations of the 
twelve speech correction centers, the number of speech 
correctionists contracted during the 1962-1963 school year, 
and the number of speech correctionists who participated 
in the survey, will be included in Table VI. 
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For easier identification, the speech correction 
centers were given key numbers (see map, page 55); hence 
Table VI may be used as a key to identify individual staff 
variation within the specific speech correction centers. 
Throughout the chapter, individual speech correctionists' 
responses are numbered with the same key number. Therefore, 
two responses shown as "l" would indicate two individuals 
from center 11 1 11 , and four responses with 11 811 would indicate 
four individual correctionists from center "8." 
Questions one and two are summarized in Tables VII 
and VIII, showing the response pattern of the individual 
speech correctionists. Following each table, the question 
itself will be stated verbatim with the various subdivisions 
of the questions listed in order. Immediately following 
each subdivision will be the findings and/or quoted com-
ments made by the correctionists. These will be reported 
numerically according to the key number of the speech cor-
rection centers (Table VI> The investigator was made aware 
of apparently conflicting practices or comments from the 
same center in this particular survey. 
Finally, questions three and four will be stated 
verbatim from the original questionnaire. Since these ques-
tions concern percentages of group and individual therapy 
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and the case load of each speech correctionist in the pre-
viously mentioned speech correction centers, this informa-
tion will be reported in Table IX. 
II. QUESTIONS AND FINDINGS 
Question I 
"Please check the types of contact made with the 
elementary classroom teacher. Comment specifically how 
often and give a brief explanation." 
A. Progress notes. Three correctionists from centers 
3, 9, and 11 did not check for progress notes. Quoted below 
are the comments of those who indicated they did use progress 
notes, and other related information. 
"At beginning and end of each year." (1) 
"Speech Books, and individual notes as needed. Each 
child had a book which was to be brought to class each 
time." (1) 
"At the end of year, or when child is dropped from 
load." (2) 
"Daily . . . discussed progress or lack of same, usually 
during recess or lunch break; offered suggestions." (3) 
"Child has note for teacher when he can make new sounds, 
sa¥ a word with sound and for strengthening successes." 
( 4) 
"Reports to teachers and principals'' . . . "each quarter 
and yearly" (6) Three correctionists gave basically the 
same report.} 
"Only in one school, and is given after each therapy 
time." (1963-1964) (6) 
TABLE VI 
LOCATION AND NAME OF SPEECH CORRECTION CENTERS, INCLUDING NUMBER OF 
SPEECH CORRECTIONISTS CONTRACTED IN 1962-1963, AND 
THOSE PARTICIPATING IN THE SURVEY 
County Key City and Speech Number of Correctionists 
No. Correction Center Contracted Questionnaire 
1262-1963 Respondents 
Okanogan 1 Okanogan: Cooperative Schools of 
Okanogan County 2 2 
Chelan 2 Wenatchee: Wenatchee Special 
Education Center 2 2 
Kittitas 3 Ellensburg: Ellensburg and I.Dwer 
Kittitas County 2 2 
4 Cle Elum: Cle Elum and Upper 
Kittitas County 1 1 
Grant 5 Moses Lake: Special Services of 
Moses Lake 3 3 
6 Grand Coulee: Tri-County Special 
Education Program 1 1 
7 Ephrata: Tri-City Program, Ephrata 2 1 
Benton 8 Richland: Tri-Cities Special 
Education 7 4 
CX> 
CX> 
TABLE VI (continued) 
County Key City and Speech 
No. Correction Center 
Yakima 9 Wapato: Yakima County Cooperative 
Program for Special Education 
10 Sunnyside: Sunnyside Special 
Education 
11 Yakima: Yakima School District 
Special Education 
Klickitat 12 Stevenson: Klickitat and Skamania 
County Special Education 
TOTALS 
Number of Correctionists 
Contracted Questionnaire 
1262-126~ Respondents 
4 2 
1 1 
3 3 
2 2 
30 24 
OJ 
\0 
TABLE VII 
TABULATION OF RESPONSE PATTERNS TO QUESTION I, A-H 
Question Key Number Sub-
Divisions 1 1 2 2 3 3 4 5 5 5 6 7 8 8 8 8 9 9 10 11 11 11 
A xx xx 0 x x xx x x x xx xx 0 x x x 0 x 
B xx xx x 0 x xx x 0 x xx xx xx x x x x 
c 0 x 0 x xx x xx x 0 x xx xx xx x x x x 
D 0 x 0 x xx x xx x 0 x 0 x 0 x x 0 0 0 x 0 
E xx 0 x xx x xx x x x xx xx xx x x x x 
F 0 x xx 0 x 0 xx x 0 x 0 x x 0 xx x 0 0 0 
G xx xx xx x xx x x x xx x 0 0 x 0 x 0 x 
H 0 0 0 0 0 0 x xx x 0 x 0 0 0 0 x 0 0 0 0 0 
12 12 
x x 
x x 
0 x 
x x 
x x 
x x 
x x 
0 0 
\.0 
0 
TABLE VIII 
TABULATION OF RESPONSE PATTERNS TO QUESTION II, A-G 
Question Kez Number 
Sub- 1 1 2 2 3 3 4 5 5 5 6 7 8 8 8 8 9 9 10 11 11 11 Divisions 
A xx xx 0 x x xx x 0 0 0 x 0 x 0 x 0 0 0 x 
B xx xx xx x xx x x x xx xx xx x 0 x x 
c 0 0 xx 0 0 x xx 0 0 x 0 0 0 0 0 x 0 0 0 0 
D xx x 0 xx x xx x 0 x 0 xx x x 0 x x x x 
E xx xx xx x xx x x x xx 0 x xx x x x x 
F xx xx xx x xx x x x x 0 xx xx x x x x 
G 0 0 0 0 0 0 x xx x 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 x x 0 x 
..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ..... I'\) ..... .................... ..... I'\) I'\) Caseload ~ I'\) w \0 \0 ~ w 0 -..:i \0 IJ'I ..... I'\) I'\) I'\) I'\) ()'\ ()'\ \0 0 0 ~ 
Average 0 IJ'I -..:i IJ'I I'\) 0 ..... IJ'I w (X) ~ 0 IJ'I 0 0 IJ'I (X) ()'\ IJ'I 0 0 IJ'I 
12 12 
x 0 
x x 
x 0 
x 0 
x x 
x x 
0 0 
~ ()'\ 
0 IJ'I 
\0 
..... 
"No set time. It depends upon the child and his pro-
gress." (7) 
"As often as a child is ready to be corrected on a 
newly learned sound." (8) 
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"Mostly when it seems that a child has stopped gaining--
investigate background." (8) 
"Twice a year at primary level. Prior to parent-
teacher conferences." (8) 
"Specific notes on sounds needing reinforcement" This 
therapist reported "ten progress notes." (8) 
"Eight progress notes requested by teachers in one 
district." (9) 
"Varies widely, from weekly to monthly." (12) 
"Weekly" (12) 
B. Conferences. All but two correctionists (repre-
senting centers (3) and (6)) checked conferences; however, 
elsewhere in the questionnaire both indicated that informal 
conferences were held. Although not all of the speech cor-
rectionists held conferences with all teachers, the data 
obtained would indicate that it is possible for a teacher 
to have a conference upon request. Other comments are as 
follows: 
"Whenever the classroom teacher asks for a conference." 
(1) 
"Frequent conferences with teacher were held." (1) 
"Many- -but informal. " ( 2) 
"Confer weekly on one or more cases." (4) 
"Varies with particular problems encountered." (5) 
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"Frequent." (5) 
"Varies according to problem and type of help needed." 
( 5) 
"Informal conferences would probably number two to five 
a week. Formal conferences may number one to two a 
week." (7) 
nWhenever a problem arises in the therapy situation 
that needs the attention of the classroom teacher.n 
(8) 
"On any special problem child. Also when help is 
required from the classroom." (8) 
"When necessary to a specific problem" (8) 
"Seven conferences" were reported for the year. (8) 
"With parents--principal--psychologist where helpful" 
(9) 
"There were approximately thirty conferences throughout 
all six districts in which I worked last year. Upon 
request of teacher." (9) 
"Varies widely, from weekly to monthly. 11 (12) 
c. Three-way conferences with parents, classroom 
teacher, and correctionist. Four correctionists from 
centers 1, 2, 6, and 12 did not check this item. Comments 
of other correctionists follow: 
"Usually for those children who were having special 
problems. Some schools provided opportunity for the 
correctionist to be present for Reporting Conferences." (1) 
"When necessary" ( 3) 
"Seldom (3) . usually on request from classroom teacher." 
"For severe cases or where it seems necessary. Limited 
by time. " ( 4) 
"At times 11 (5) 
11No too often, it depends upon the severity of the 
cases. I more often talk to the teacher preceding a 
conference." (7) 
"Very seldom" (8) 
nTo enlist the aid of the family and teacher to rein-
force the therapist's efforts. In cases involving 
organic, etc., problems." ( 8) 
"When necessary" ( 8) 
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Two three-way conferences were indicated for the year. 
( 8) 
"Many times where all three are involved." (9) 
"Two school districts were used to experiment on the 
use of recorders and parent conferences to outline 
home activities." "Twenty three-way conferences were 
reported for the year." (9) 
"At least twice a year" (12) 
D. Observation of therapy by classroom teacher. 
Nine correctionists, representing centers 1, 2, 6, 8, 9, 10, 
and 11, did not check this item. 
"Usually the teacher sat in on children's sessions who 
had special problems or where little home support was 
given." (1) 
"When convenient for the teacher" (3) 
"Seldom . . . teachers were not free to visit speech 
room because they were in class at that time." (3) 
"For speech improvement lessons given to primary 
classes weekly." (4) 
"Seldom" (5) 
"I have encouraged this, but have received little support 
from the administration." Reported none for the year. 
( 7) 
"This is highly desirable but rarely possible." (8) 
"Perhaps desirable but not possible 11 (8) 
One correctionist reported two observations made by 
the classroom teacher during the year. (8) 
"Many times." (9) 
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11 0bservation by student teachers only." (11) 
Infrequently because of conflict of schedules" (12) 
"Standing invitation. The teacher seldom observes" (12) 
E. Constructive suggestions on what to do and what 
to refrain from doing in the classroom situation. All but 
one correctionist from center 2 checked this item. These 
comments indicate a variety of practices. 
"At teachers' meetings at least once a year." (1) 
"When special problems confronted the child or the 
teacher." (1) 
"Daily . . . discussed progress or lack of same, usuall~ 
during recess or lunch break; offered suggestions." (3) 
"Materials and suggestions are given to teachers." (4) 
"Often" (5) 
''Frequently" ( 5) 
"This varies from school to school and depends on the 
students of therapy, and how often I get to see the 
teachers." (6) 
"Often teachers will ask me for suggestions'' (7) 
"When the need arises." (8) 
11 This is done always. In some cases the classroom teacher 
is not receptive to suggestions from a 'special' teacher. 11 (8) 
"Speaking at faculty meetingsn (8) 
"This is specific rather than mimeo materials!" (8) 
"In stuttering and articulation" (9) 
"Stuttering and cleft palate cases. Occasionally a 
hard-of-hearing case." (9) 
''Frequent, but varies with type of case." ( 12) 
"Periodically, as the situation arises.n (12) 
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F. General meetings or instruction for elementary 
teachers. A total of nine correctionists from centers 1, 3, 
4, 6, 8, and 11 did not check this item. Below are the com-
ments of some of the respondents who did check this item. 
"Time was devoted to speaking at teachers' meetings, 
PTA meetings, etc., at least once a year " ( 1) 
"At the beginning of the year only" (2) 
"Because we were short two full-time therapists that 
year (1962-1963), I held a workshop for all first and 
second grade teachers in the district. I instructed 
them in speech therapy methods (s, z, sh, ch, j, 1, etc.) 
so they could help their own children." (2) 
"At the beginning of each school year." (3) 
"Scheduled" "Usually for new teachers" (5) 
"Visit faculty meetings when asked" and "I have demon-
strated speech improvement techniques in all of the 
elementary building." (7) 
"I try to meet at the beginning of every term. This is 
subject to the approval of the building principal." (8) 
"Spoke at teachers' meeting twice" (9) 
"One or two annually" (12) 
"None as such. Informal, PTA, faculty meetings, etc." 
(12) 
G. Written information, pamphlets, suggested book 
list. Four correctionists from centers 8, 9, 10, and 11 
reported none~ A number reported as follows: 
"Are available from each building principal" (1) 
"Wendell Johnson's 'letter' (stuttering) given to all 
first and second grade teachers." (2) 
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"Monthly bulletins carried this information." (3) 
"Articles in County Superintendents' bulletin." (4) 
'
1This is given out when I find new material to give to 
the teachers, or when asked for such." (6) 
"Make available speech improvement books to all inter-
ested elementary teachers." (7) 
"Mostly for organic and hearing problems." (8) 
"Very little of this." (8) 
"Where applicable." (8) 
"Talking Time--Speech and Listening Lessons" ( 9) 
"Suggestions for preferential seating, classroom treat-
ment of stutterers, etc." (12) 
"Usually give them a bibliography during the initial 
interview. Thereafter when something new or worthwhile, 
in the judgment of the therapist, comes out." (12) 
H. Other. 
"Weekly conferences were held with the school nurse and 
psychologist." "Speech improvement lessons weekly in 
Primary grades" ( 4) 
"Conferences for referral purposes--outside agencies, 
etc. School nurse involved at times." (Same report on 
all three questionnaires from this district.) (5) 
"Have secured Talking Time filmstrips for most elementary 
buildings and have demonstrated their uses." (7) 
"Talking Time--Speech and Listening Lessons" ( 9) 
Question II 
"Please check the types of contact made with parents. 
Comment specifically how often and give a brief explanation." 
A. Progress notes. Ten speech correctionists from 
eight centers (3, 6, 1, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12) indicated none, 
as this item was not checked. Below are the comments of 
those who do use progress notes. 
"Made in speech book periodically during the year." 
( 1) 
"Speech books designed to go home following each session. 
Special notes as needed." (1) 
"In report cards" (2) 
"Twice yearly . . . explanation of speech problem and 
progress in general terms." (3) 
"Material given every week or two with note on what 
we're working on. List of words to find, pictures for 
or exercise to work on." (3) 
"At least twice per year" (Reported from three correc-
tionists) (5) 
"Only if requested by parents" (8) 
"None, except through the teacher" (8) 
Four reported during the year (8) 
nupon request of principal" (9) 
"Three to four times annually for information specifi-
cally related to hearing conservation program; three 
to four times annually related to speech therapy 
program. " ( 12) 
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B. Parent conferences. Only one correctionist (11) 
reported no parent conferences as such, but elsewhere indi-
cated telephone conferences with parents. The various 
types of parent conferences were reported as follows: 
"At least once a year" (1) 
"Tried to have at least one conference, but sometimes 
the parent didn't come." (1) 
"All new students." (2) 
"Twice yearly . . . explanation of speech problem and 
progress in general terms." (3) 
"Where necessary in special cases." ( 4) 
"Varies, accordin~ to situation and types of problems 
encountered." (5) 
"Two times per year'' ( 5) 
"Varies, usually held with parents of more severe 
cases." (5) 
"This is once a semester. I have my program divided 
into two semesters, and see the parents at the end 
of each semester." (6) 
"At least two conferences a year, and usually three. 
There may be eight or more." (7) 
"In the fall, to outline the therapy program to 
parents, and in the spring to go over progress made 
and outline a summer program if advisable." (8) 
"Approximately two per week, if unusual circumstances 
indicate a need." (8) 
"When necessary" ( 8) 
Reported 17 parent conferences with "Parents of preschool 
and a few others" (9) 
Reported 20 parent conferences during the year. (9) 
"We do not keep a yearly log of parent conferences. 
Some parents are seen once and others two, three, or 
four times." Reported that approximately 25 confer-
ences were held during the year. (9) 
"At least twice annually, more often for parents of 
children with home-related problems in speech and/or 
hearing. 11 (12) 
c. Home visits. Only eight correctionists indi-
cated that home visits were made, while three commented 
definitely no home visits whatsoever. 
"Often, when it seemed easier for parents." (2) 
"Where necessary in special cases. 11 ( 4) 
"Had three." (5) 
"Visited seven.families, sometimes with the school 
nurse." (5) 
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"If a parent does not have transportation or does not 
show up for a conference. There may be five to 
thirty home visits in a year." ( 7) 
11 Never 11 (8) 
11 No 11 ( 8) 
"None" (9) 
Reported two home visits to "Tongue thruster and pre-
school cleft. 11 (9) 
"Very seldom. Probably only 7 to 10 home visits 
annually." (12) 
D. Observation of therapy by parents. Only five 
correctionists (2, 6, 8, 9, and 12) indicated that there 
was no observation of therapy by parents. Some others 
stated as follows: 
"They are welcome to any and all sessions. 11 (1) 
"Usually where special problems existed." (1) 
"Seldom ... the invitation was always open and 
parents were encouraged to attend." (3) 
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"Where there are follow-up things to be done at home." { 4) 
"At times--severe cases and difficult problems.'' (5) 
"Frequently with more severe cases." (5) 
"Infrequent" (5) 
"I request this especially with severe disorders and 
young children." (7) 
"Rarely, unless a parent requests it." (8) 
"When deemed advisable." (8) 
Reported thirty-three during the year. (90) 
Probably twenty to thirty times during the year." (12) 
E. Constructive suggestions on what to do and what 
to refrain from doing at home. Only one respondent failed 
to check this item (8). The remainder of the speech correc-
tionists indicated they gave constructive suggestions to 
parents as follows: 
"During conferences." (1) 
11 In progress notes or conferences." (2) 
"Twice yearly ... explanation of speech problem and 
progress in general terms." (3) 
nEspecially for cluttering-type speech" ( 4) 
nNearly all parents.n (5) 
"For each child on therapy." (5) 
"Very often--I do this during conferences." (7) 
"Related to stuttering and hard of hearing." (8) 
"In cases of cleft palate, rehabilitation, cerebral 
palsy, and stuttering." (8) 
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"Mimeo materials, and also in the parent conference." 
(8) 
"At all conferences" (9) 
"At parent conferences" (9) 
"At least one communication per parent; as many as five 
to seven communications for some parents per year. 11 (12) 
F. Written information, pamphlets, and suggested 
book list. Only one correctionist did not check this (8). 
The remainder indicated written information was distributed 
as follows: 
"During conferences this is available." (1) 
"Wendell Johnson's letter (on stuttering)." (2) 
"For clutterers, etc." (3) 
"On request from parents. 0 (3) 
"All parents." (5) 
"Very often with serious handicaps or stuttering dis-
orders." (7) 
"Related to stuttering and hard of hearing." (8) 
"No. " ( 8) 
"When necessary. 11 ( 8) 
"A Deaf Child In A Hearing World; John Trac¥ Clinic 
Counsels; Material by Wendell Johnson." (9} 
"All parent conferences." (9) 
"In some cases." (11) 
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G. Other. 
"Speaking at PTA meetings." (4) 
All three correctionists from Moses Lake reported 
similarly: "Friday mornings devoted to two three-hour 
sessions with parents of children with speech problems. 
These are informative, question-and-answer type ses-
sions. Each iroup of parents varies from four to six 
each session. (5) 
"Phone as follow-up, or in place of second conference 
if a parent can't get in." (10) 
"Telephone conferences." (11) 
"Parent's class in workine; with children at home, and 
telephone conferences." {11) 
Question III 
"Please check which of the following most accurately 
indicates for the 1962-63 school year the extent of your 
a. Group therapy 100~~70~~50~~30~~10~~ 
b. Individual therapy 100~~70~~50~~30~~10~~ 
The results are contained in Table IX, page 104. 
Question IV 
"Case load during the 1962-63 school year." 
Results are contained in Table IX, page 104. 
Key 
No. 
1 
1 
2 
2 
3 
3 
4 
5 
5 
5 
6 
7 
8 
8 
8 
8 
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TABLE IX 
PERCENTAGE OF GROUP AND INDIVIDUAL THERAPY, 
AND CASE LOADS OF SPEECH CORRECTIONISTS 
PARTICIPATING IN SURVEY 
Group Individual 
TheraEl Thera2;y Case Load Other 
70'!> 30~ 140 avg. 
70 30 125 
90 10 137 
100 190-200* Worked only 3 days/wk 
10 90 85-100* 
70 30 140 
70 30 131 Approximately 325 for 
primary speech improve-
ment. 
N.R. N. R. 105 233 evaluated; 168 
found with disorders 
10 90 73 19 Elementary were in 
Special Education; 54 
in Secondary 
70 30 98 713 evaluated; 243 
found with disorders 
100 254 
70 30 110 
90 10 125 
120 avg 
90 10 120 
95 5 125 
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TABLE IX (continued) 
Key Group Individual 
No. Therapy Therapy Case Load Other 
9 100% 0% 68 
9 100 only 1 case 66 avg. 
10 70 30 95 avg, 185 total for year 
11 85 15 200 approx. 
11 70 30 200 approx. 
11 50 50 40-50* (plus individual hearing 
testing) 
12 30 70 40 
12 70 30 65 
Totals: 2,869 
Averages: 
67% 33~ 119·5 
*Took Average. 
CHAPTER VI 
THE SUMMARY 
The Problem and Approach 
This study was related to the public school class-
room teacher's role in speech correction in Central Wash-
ington, and necessitated two surveys. The first survey 
was designed to explore the training of the classroom 
teacher in the field of speech correction. It consisted 
of a questionnaire to determine the 1962-1963 curriculum 
offerings in speech and hearing therapy at eleven of the 
institutions of higher learning in the state of Washington. 
The second part of the study consisted of three 
questionnaires dealing with the organization and specific 
aspects of the speech correction programs serving the 
school districts of ten Central Washington counties during 
the 1962-1963 school year. 
Observations and Conclusions 
The following observations and conclusions are drawn 
as a result of the review of literature cited in the Biblio-
graphy, and examination of the data collected in this study: 
1. Only one teacher education institution in the state 
of Washington required elementary education gradu-
ates to take a course dealing with the speech 
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defective child. This and other findings imply that 
those institutions polled placed little emphasis on 
the undergraduate training program of the elementary 
classroom teacher in the field of speech and hearing, 
and that a lack of such training would be evident 
among the graduates. 
2. It has previously been concluded that there is a short-
age of trained and qualified public school speech 
correctionists. Certain facts revealed by the pres-
ent study verify that there was also a similar and 
significant shortage in Washington State at the time 
of these surveys. Primary among the facts which 
support this conclusion are the following: (a) Four 
of the Washington institutions surveyed were without 
a college-directed speech clinic, and only five of 
the eleven had a graduate program in the field of 
speech and hearing therapy. (b) Of thirty speech 
correctionists contracted in the counties surveyed, 
only seven were certified by the American Speech 
and hearing Association. However, another eight 
had the equivalent of these certification require-
ments as recommended in the state handbook on 
special education for administrators. The 
qualifications of seven were not reported. (c) 
More than 27 per cent of the 103 school districts 
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in the survey were without speech correction 
services. This does not include those districts 
in which emergency or part-time basis only was 
extended during the 1962-1963 school year. 
3. This survey revealed that almost eight per cent of 
the total number of speech defective children (266 
of 3,351) estimated to be in the ten counties sur-
veyed, were without qualified help, being in school 
districts void of speech correction services. In 
the light of the lack of undergraduate preparation 
in speech and hearing for the elementary classroom 
teacher it can be concluded, at least tentatively, 
that not only were eight per cent of the speech-
defec tive children without the help of qualified 
personnel, but these speech-defective children 
were more than likely dependent upon the help of 
unqualified classroom teachers. These facts should 
be seriously considered when attempting to deter-
mine the effect of such conditions on the children 
involved. At this point it would be appropriate to 
recall that classroom teachers without training con-
cerning the speech-defective child are relatively 
unaware of (a) the problems and needs of the speech-
defective child, (b) existing local programs in 
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speech correction, and (3) their responsibilities, 
duties, and rights concerning the existing pro-
grams. 
4. From the information disclosed through this study, 
it would appear that the county and district 
superintendents are not adequately informed of 
the speech programs in operation under their 
jurisdiction, nor are they reporting the extent 
of existing programs to each other or to the State 
Superintendent of Public Instruction and Depart-
ment of Special Education. 
5. A variety of practices among speech correctionists 
involving parent and teacher contacts was evident 
even within the same speech correction center, as 
disclosed in Chapter v. Some of these practices 
may be undesirable, and it appears likely that 
speech correctionist~ practices have not been 
liable to any official check. The survey data 
revealed that the average pupil case loads carried 
by the speech correctionists were heavier than the 
national and state recommendations. This fact 
leads one to conclude that many of the worthwhile 
objectives of a speech correction program would 
not be achieved for this reason alone. 
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6. The literature indicated that the classroom teacher 
has important responsibilities in helping the 
speech-defective child. From this study it can 
be concluded that the particular tasks of (a) 
speech improvement, (b) parent-teach.er conferences, 
(c) cooperation with the speech correctionist and 
augmenting of individual therapy given to the 
speech-defective child by the speech correctionist, 
and (d) handling other associated problems, were 
complicated by certain factors. These were: the 
classroom teachers were not customarily involved 
in the existing programs by the speech correction-
ists as the authorities would recommend; there was 
a lack of in-service training for teachers; not 
all of the existing programs were on an all-year 
basis; the majority of the classroom teachers lacked 
undergraduate preparation in the field of speech 
and hearing. Therefore, it may be concluded that 
the majority of the classroom teachers were 
unqualified to meet their essential responsibilities 
effectively and efficiently. 
Recommendations 
As a result of the present national and state standards 
recommended for minimal effective speech correction programs, 
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as a result of the literature reviewed, and as a result of 
a systematic examination of the data collected and examined 
in this study, the writer believes that the following 
recommendations are warranted: 
1. It is recommended that serious consideration be 
given by administrators and teacher education 
institutions in the state of Washington to the 
development of a special course or courses dealing 
with the speech-defective child for all prospec-
tive elementary teachers. Further, the writer 
recommends that observation of speech defective 
children and observation of some clinical work and 
practices dealing with these children be required 
as part of the undergraduate preparation of all 
elementary classroom teachers. 
2. It is recommended that serious consideration be 
given by administrators and teacher education 
institutions in the state to the development and 
requirement of a special course or courses deal-
ing with the speech-defective child for all fifth 
year or graduate elementary classroom teachers who 
have not had such a course previously. Further, 
it is recommended that summer workshops, extension 
courses, and in-service training or other similar 
programs be considered by the institutions to 
augment the training of elementary classroom 
teachers already in the field. 
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3. In view of the recognized shortage of trained and 
qualified public school speech correctionists, it 
is recommended that the institutions in the state 
expand their present speech and hearing programs. 
Further, it is recommended that the institutions 
and the state develop a program to encourage stu-
dents to consider entering this profession. 
4. It is recommended that speech correction services 
be expanded and made available to every school 
district in the state, and that the county and 
district as well as the state administrators take 
the responsibility to promote a.nd wisely use these 
services. 
5. It is recommended that county and district adminis-
trators assume more responsibility for assessing the 
extent of speech correction programs in their 
areas, for requiring higher qualifications of per-
sonnel in the speech and hearing programs, and 
for checking the actual clinical practices and 
case loads of the personnel employed in such pro-
grams. 
6. It is recommended that classroom teachers apprise 
themselves of their responsibilities, duties, and 
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rights relative to the speech-defective child in 
the classroom. Furthermore, it is recommended 
that these same teachers become more responsibly 
involved in speech correction programs designed 
to correct the child's speech defects and to 
resolve problems related to or associated with the 
defect. 
7. It is recommended that a program to foster coopera-
tion between speech correctionists, parents, 
classroom teachers, and administrators include 
the following: (a) Special teacher in-service 
training sessions should be sponsored by county 
and district administrators, conducted by certi-
fied and well-qualified speech correctionists. 
(b) Special parent education meetings for parents 
of speech-defective children should be sponsored 
by the county and district administrators respon-
sible for the speech and hearing programs, to be 
conducted by certified and well-qualified speech 
correctionists. 
8. It is recommended that the State Supervisor of 
Special Education require more informative reports 
containing detailed descriptions regarding the 
speech correction programs and the extent of 
services and practices to the individual school 
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districts. Further, it is recommended that the 
State Supervisor of Special Education demand more 
complete compliance with the recommendations for 
speech and hearing programs and personnel qualifi-
cations as found in the state Special Education 
Handbook for School Administrators (60:x). 
9. It is recommended that a study of further legisla-
tion concerning speech and hearing services in the 
state be undertaken, considering the applicability 
of services in operation under the present legis-
lation. 
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APPENDIX A 
ACADEMIC REQUIREMENTS FOR BASIC CERTIFICATION IN SPEECH 
by the American Speech and Hearing Association 
H. Speech: 1 
1. Preparation in professional education must lead to a teaching 
certificate or such certificate as defined for this specialty by 
the State Board of Education. Specialized preparation must be 
the equivalent of the academic requirements for Basic Certifica-
tion in Speech by the American Speech and Hearing Association, 
as specified below. 
2. Specialized professional training in speech therapy. 
a. Basic areas--9 quarter credits 
Anatomy and physiology of the ear and vocal mechanism, 
phonetics, semantics, speech and voice science, psychology 
of speech, experimental phonetics and similar areas. 
b. Specialized professional course content in speech therapy--
18 quarter credits. 
(1) Required 
At least two courses in speech correction or speech 
pathology. 
(2) Elective 
Stuttering, voice disorders , articulation disorders, 
cleft palate, aphasia, cerebral palsy and similar areas. 
c. Specialized professional course content in audiology--5 
quarter hours 
(1) Required 
Hearing problems and testing of hearing 
(2) Elective 
Introduction to audiology, auditory training, speech 
reading, speech for the coustically handicapped, problems 
of the child with a hearing loss and similar areas. 
d. Other areas--14 quarter credits 
(1) Required 
Child psychology or child development. 
Psychology of adj,ustment or mental hygiene. 
(2) Elective 
Not specified, but may be chosen from appropriate areas, 
including special education. 
e. Clinical practicum 
At least 200 clock hours of supervised clinical practice in 
speech correction, which should include practicum in the 
public school setting. 
lLouis Bruno, Special Education Handbook i2!, School Administrators 
(Olympia, Washington: Superintendent of Public Instruction, 1961), 
pp. 55-56. 
APPENDIX B 
LETTER DATED JULY 25, 1962, FROM STATE SUPERVISOR 
OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 
l 
Ul8 llftUNO 
•Ul'lllUNTllNDl:NT 
Miss Gail Twilligear 
College Apartment C-6 
Ellensburg, Washington 
Dear Miss Twilligear: 
APPENDIX B 
July 25, 1962 
In response to your letter of July 19, I am enclosing a copy 
of our Special Education Handbook for School Administrators 
and a list of school districts having speech and hearing 
programs. 
Those districts checked twice have hearing clinics. However, 
I am not.too certain what you mean by a "clinic." I presume 
you mean a diagnostic evaluation center. 
We do not have the number of speech therapists,as such, who 
are employed by the school districts. 
HGA: SS 
Enclosures (2) 
~rt;;~~~ 
Helena G. Adamson 
Supervisor of 
Special Education 
122 
Please note:  
The signature has been redacted due to security reasons.
APPENDIX C 
LETTER DATED JUNE 19, 1963, TO STATE 
SUPERVISOR OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 
·-
· APPENDIX C 
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June 19, 1963 
Miss Gail Twilligear 
400 South Ruby 
Ellensburg, Wash. 
Helena G. Adamson 
Supervisor of Special Education 
State of Washington 
Olympia, Washington 
Dear Miss Adamson: 
I am requesting the following statistical information for 
the year 1962-63. If it is not available at present, may 
I request the 1961-62 data and would you please put me in 
contact with the appropriate agency for the 1962-63 data. 
2. 
4. 
6. 
7. 
How many students in the grades (1-3), (4-6) were 
enrolled in the state public schools during the 
1962-63 school year? 
How many elementary classroom teachers were employed 
regularly for the public schools in grades (1-3) and (4-6) during the 1962-63 school year? 
How many educational units for speech and hearing 
(speech correction) special education support were 
there during the 1962-63 school year throughout the 
state? 
I would like a list of all the school districts in 
the state for the 1962-63 school year. 
I would like to obtain a list of the school districts 
which received state reimbursement (educational units 
and handicapped fund reimbursement) for speech correc-
tion during the 1962-63 school year. 
I would like a list of all school districts serviced 
by a speech correction program. 
I would like a list of the institutions of higher 
education in the state of Washington which offer a 
program in the field of education whereby the stu-
dents become eligible for Washington provisional 
teacher certification at the elementary level. 
Thank you for your time and assistance. 
Sincerely yours, 
/s/ Gail Twilligear 
Gail Twilligear 
APPENDIX D 
LETTER DATED JULY 1, 1963, FROM STATE 
SUPERVISOR OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 
APPENDIX D 
STATE OF iWASHINGTON 
/?\ 
,.. .. 
r•'/ ...... \ 
' ' 
·: ~ ;' ', 
' ,< 
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>UIS BRUNO 
eUl'EIUNTIENDENT Ju 1 y l, 1963 
Miss Gail Twilligear 
400 South Ruby Street 
Ellensburg, Washington 
Dear Miss Twilligear: 
Enclosed please find a copy of School Statistics dated May, 1963. This 
should answer your question number one. 
In answer to question number two and three, this is not broken down but 
you may refer to the attached list. 
In reference to question number four, I would suggest that you get the 
WEA School Directory of 1962. This should be in the library. 
In answer to questions number five and six I am attaching a I ist of 
school districts offering special education services to handicapped 
children. I have checked with red penci I al I those you would be inter-
ested in. 
In answer to number seven, I have attached a list of the colleges and 
universities you would be interested in. 
I trust this information is helpful to you and if I can be of any further 
assistance to you, please let me know. 
Sincerely yours, 
DIVISION OF CURRICULUM 
AND INSTRUCTION 
-~ 
;/i:_, l~::•v' /j, 4tfb1,i:1-~·-.'( 
,,. i.:/. 
HGA:vw 
Helena G. Adamson 
Supervisor of 
Special Education 
Please note:  
The signature has been redacted due to security reasons.
APPENDIX E 
LETTER DATED JULY 2, 1963, FROM STATE 
SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION 
OUIS BRUNO 
i aUP'IEIUNT&NOltNT 
Miss Ga i l I • Tw i 11 i gear 
400 South Ruby Street 
Ellensburg, Washington 
Dear Miss Twilligear: 
APPENDIX E 
STATE OF.iWASHINGTON 
/ 
July 2, 1963 
In response to your inquiry of June 12, 1963, received on June 17, we 
are enclosing a bulletin explaining teacher certification standards. 
You will notice that the State Board standards are expressed in general 
terms and that the institutions present their programs of preparation 
to the State Board of Education for approval. 
We suggest that you present your question regarding speech correction 
as a requirement for certification to several of the accredited institu-
tions. 
BER:rm 
Enc. 
Si nee rely, 
Louis Bruno 
State Superintendent 
of Public Instruction 
.~1 
1/ ,, 
.,....,...., /..-1'. c. 
Rich 
l i... 
Boydle E. 
Supervisor of Certification 
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Please note:  
The signature has been redacted due to security reasons.
APPENDIX F 
QUESTIONNAIRE TO INSTITUTIONS 
APPENDIX F 
In cooperation with Central Washington State College's Speech 
Clinic, I am conducting a survey to determine the various 
institutions' requirements and electives in the field of 
speech correction for the classroom elementary teacher, 
especially for the 1962-63 school year. Your assistance is 
needed in order to make this survey worthwhile. 
Note: The enclosed questionnaire is to be completed by the 
faculty member who is most familiar with the total speech 
correction program. 
Please return the completed questionnaire as soon as possible. 
Thank you for your time and assistance. 
Sincerely, 
Gail Twilligear 
Route l, Box 49 
Quincy, Washington 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 
INSTITUTION: 
Olva the number of graduate• in elementary education 
receiving provisional certification during the 
1962-63 school year. 
Were the above graduates required to take a special 
course concerning the speech handicapped child? 
Do your present (1963-64) requirements for elementary 
teacher education include a special course 
concerning the speech handicapped child? 
Are prospective teachers screened for speech difficulties? 
comments: (remedial coursn~?) 
Is there a college· or university-directed Speech Clinic? 
comments: 
Is practice teaching in the special area of speech 
correction required of students in the elementary 
teacher education program? 
comments: 
Does your school of fer a graduate program for the 
training of speech correctionists? 
comments: 
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page 1 
yes no 
yes no 
yes no 
yes no 
yes no 
yes no 
INSTITUTION: 
(Note: REQUIRED COURSES 
for prospective classroom 
elementary teachers) 
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page 2 
lf your institution DID require a special course (or courses) concerning 
the speech handicapped child during the 1962-63 school year, 
please list the course and include the credit hours. 
!Department & Number Course Title 
circle which: 
semester 
quarter 
Hours 
If your institution DID NOT require a special course concerning the 
speech handicapped child, but DIO have a required course during 
the 1962-63 school year which IW'.J...UDED the study of the speech 
hondicapped child, then please list the couroe (or courses), 
indicating the department, course title, credit hours, and 
er.pecially the percent11r;c of the course involved in studying 
the speech handicapped child. 
De ~oartmen t & Nu b m er c ourse T" 1 it e H ours p ercenta!!e 
50% 
25% 
other_ 
50% 
25% 
other_ 
50% 
25% 
other_ 
50% 
25% 
other 
-
Comments: 
·(Note: ELECTIVE COURSES) 129 
page 3 
INSTITUTION: 
List all the elective courses offered during the 1962-63 school year 
which were ESPECIALLY concerned with the speech handicapped child. 
Cour Title ours 
List all the elective courses offered during the 1962-63 school year 
which included the study of the speech handicapped child. 
Deoartment & Number Course Title Hours Percenta2e 
APPENDIX G 
QUESTIONNAIRES TO COUNTY AND DISTRICT 
SUPERINTENDENTS AND TO SPEECH 
CORRECTIONISTS 
APPENDIX G 
In cooperation with Central Washington State College's Speech 
Clinic, I am studying the involvement of classroom elementary 
teachers in speech correction. Your assistance is needed in 
order to make this study worthwhile. 
The enclosed questionnaire is divided into two parts. ~ Q!}!. 
is to be filled out by the p8rson most familiar with the total 
speech correction program. ~ ~ is to be filled out by 
each Speech Correctionist contracted by you during the 1962-63 
school year. 
Where information is ask~d for 1962-63 statistics and these are 
not available, please substitute with 1961-62 or 1963-64 data 
and have it specified as such. If any questions are not 
applicable, please write "N. A." 
Please return the completed questionnaire in the enclosed 
envelope as soon as possible. Thank you for your time and 
assistance. 
Sincerely, 
Gail Twilligear 
Route l, B,Jx 49 
Quincy, WnHhington 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 2A 
page 1 
QUESTIONNAIRE PART ONE (COUNTY) 
COUNTY: DATE: 
NAME OF INFORMANT: ----------------------
OFFICIAL TITLE OF INFORMANT: 
How many classroom teachers were employed in your county during the 
1962-63 school year in: 
a. grades 1 - 3 
b. grades 4 - ~ 
c. other 
-------------~----(rural elementary, etc.) 
How many children were enrolled in your county during the 1962-63 
school year in: 
a. grades 1 - 3 
b. grades 4 - 6 
How many children (grades 1 - 6) received therapy by the speech 
correctionist CONTRACTED BY THE COUNTY during the 1962·63 
school year? 
How many contracted by the county were directly involved in the speech 
correction program during the 1962-63 school year as: 
a. full time speech 
correctionists: 
b. other (Please explain.): 
Did the county correctionist(s) ever work with a correctionist contracted 
by a district within your county (or another county)? Please 
explain: 
132 
page la 
Please list any schools or districts within your county in which regular 
speech correction services (for grades 1 - 6) were not available 
during the 1962·63 school year. 
DISTRICT SCHOOL 
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PART ONE page 2 
List all districts and schools serviced by the speech correctionist(s) 
you contracted during the 1962·63 school year: 
DISTRICT SCHOOL 
FREQUENCY OF 
VISITATIONS 
TOTAL (1-6) 
ENROLLMENT 
How many of your contracted speech correctionists: 
a. had the equivalent of the academic requirements for Basic 
Certification in Speech by the American Speech and Hearing 
Association for the 1962•63 school year? (See attached 
sheet.) 
b. held Basic Certification in Speech by the American Speech 
and Hearing Association during the 1962-63 school year? 
c. other? (Please explain.): 
Which of the following have limited or will limit your speech correction 
program? 
(Please check.) 
(Please exolain. usins:t back of sheet if neccssarv.) 61-62'62-631 63-64 
a. Funds: I I 
b. Personnel: 
c. Lack of Interest: 
d. Lack of Speech Defective Children: 
e. Other: 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 2B 
page 1 
QUESTIONNAIRE P A R T 0 N E ( D I S T R I C T ) 
COUNTY: DATE: 
DISTRICT: 
NAME OF INFORMANT: 
OFFICIAL TITLE OF INFORMANT: 
How many classroom teachers were employed in your district during the 
1962-63 school year in: 
a. grades l .. 3 
b. grades 4 6 
c. other 
~~~~~~~--(rural elementary, etc.) 
How many children were enrolled in your school district during the 
1962-63 ochool year in: 
a. grades 1 - 3 
b. grades 4 - 6 
How many children (grades l - 6) IN your district received speech 
therapy during the 1962-63 school year? 
How many children (grades 1 - 6) IN your district received therapy by 
the speech correctionist CONTRACTED BY YOUR DISTRICT during the 
1962-63 school year? 
How many children (grades l - 6) OUTSIDE your district received therapy 
by the speech correctionist CONTRACTED BY YOUR DISTRICT during 
the 1962-63 school year? 
How many staff contracted by your district were directly involved in the 
speech correction program during the 1962-63 school year as: 
a. full time speech 
correctionists: 
b. other (Please explain.): 
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PART ONE page 2 
List all districts and schools serviced by the speech correctionist(s) 
you contracted during the 1962-63 school year: 
DISTRICT SCHOOL 
FREQUENCY OF 
VISITATIONS 
TOTAL (l-6) 
ENROLLMEfil. 
How many of your contracted speech correctionists: 
a. had the equivalent of the acndemic requirements for Basic 
Certification in Speech by the American Speech and Hearing 
Association for the 1962-63 school year? (See attached 
sheet.) 
b. held Basic Certification in Speech by the American Speech 
and Hearing·Association during the 1962-63 school year? 
c. other? (Please explain.): 
Which of the following have limited or will limit your speech correction 
program? 
(Please check.) 
(Please explain. usinfl: back of sheet if necessarv.) 61-62 1 62-631 63-64 
a. Funds: I t I 
b. Personnel: 
c. Lack of Interest: 
d. Lack of Speech Defective Children: 
e. Other: 
QUESTIONNAIRE 2C 
Please return to: Cail Twilligear 
Route 1, Box 49 
Quincy, Washington 
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PART TWO page 1 
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR SPEECH CORRECTIONIST 
COUNTY: DATE: 
DISTRICT: 
NAME OF INFORMANT: 
OFFICIAL TITLE OF INFORMANT: 
CONTRACTED BY (name district or county): 
Please check the typeSof contact~ made with the ELEMENTARY CLASSROOM 
TEACHER. Comment specifically how often and give a brief 
explanation. 
___ progress notes: 
conferences: 
three-way conferenc~ with paren~, classroom teacher and 
correctionist: 
observation of therapy by classroom teacher: 
___ constructive suggestions of what to do and what to refrain 
from doing in the classroom situation: 
____ general meetings. or instruction for elementary teachers: 
____ written information, pamphlets, suggested book list for 
reading: 
other: 
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PART TWO page 2 
Please check the typ~of contact. made with PARENTS. Comment specifically 
how of ten and give a brief explanation. 
Please 
___ progress notes: 
___ parent conferences: 
___ home visits: 
___ observation of therapy by parents: 
___ constructive suggestions _,.what to do and what to refrain 
from doing at home: 
___ written information, pamphlets, suggested book list for 
reading: 
other: 
check which of the following most accurately indicates for the 
1962-63 school year the extent of your: 
a. Group therapy 100%_ 70%_ 50%_ 30%_ 10%_ 
b. Individual therapy 100%_ 70%_ 50%_ 30%_ 10%_ 
Case load during the 1962-63 school year: 
